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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT CQURT i R“ E: i)

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA SEF’G‘”iQBZ
RESOURCES DIVERSIFIED, INC., ) UJHCK C. Silver, clerﬁf
Plaineice, g . 5. DISTRICT COURT
vs. N ; No. 82-C-398-5 o
CARL W. MARTIN, ;
Defeﬁdant. ;

JUDGMENT

In keeping with the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
entered this date, Judgment is hereby entered for the plaintiff,
Resources Diversified, Inc., and against the defendant, carl w.
Martin, on Count One in the sum of One Hundred Sixteen Thousand
Four Hundred Eighty-Nine and 40/100 Dollars {$116,489.40) with
interest at the rate of 6% from Oétober 5, 1981 until this date;
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Judgment is hereby entered for the plain-
tiff, Resources Diversified, Inc., and against the defendant,
Carl W. Martin, on Couﬁt Two iﬁ the suﬁ of Three Thousand Dollars
($3,000.00) with interest at the rate of 6% from June 5,1981
until this date. IT 13 FURTHER ORDERED the defendant is hereby
granted judgment against the plaintiff on Count Three. IT IS
FURTHER ORDERED the plaintiff is to have, judgment for interest
at the rate of 15% on both, of said sums ffom this date, the costs
of this action, and each_éarty is to pay their own respective

.

ENTERED this \F£’ day of September, 1982.

attorney's feeg,

THOMAS R. BRETT

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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FILED

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA 'S[P::O1987
JAatk G, savwr Glern,
I. ‘q rﬂ_‘;‘;"!’f{“.’"‘f HOATES
HOPE MORENQ LEOS, )
)
Plaintiff, )
)] Civil Action No.
v, )
) 81-C-304-C
)
McDONNELL DOUGLAS CORPORATION, h)
)
Defendant. )
)
JUDGMENT

Pursuant to the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
filed 13 May 1982, it is hereby Ordered that judgment be entered
in favor of the Defendant and against the Plaintiff, that the
Plaintiff take nothing, that the action be dismissed on the
merits and that the Defendant recover of the Plaintiff its costs
of action, in the amount of Seven Hundred Thirty-six Dollars and
Seventy-two Cents ($736.72),

The Court further finds that the parties have agreed
that the Defendant is entitled to a reasonable attorney fee from
the Plaintiff, and it is hereby Ordered that judgment be entered
in favor of the Defendant and against the Plaintiff for the
reasonable attorney fee in the agreed upon amount of Ten Thousand
Dollars and No Cents ($10,000.00).

it is so Ordered this 3o day of September, 1982,

* ﬁ; DALE COOK

Chief Judge, U. S, District Court

Approved as to form and content:

T Towss { [l rtii—

Thomas D, Robertson
Nichols & Wolfe, Inc. , Suite 301
Suite 400, 01ld City Hall Bldg. Center Wifice Bulding

124 East Fourth Street Tulsa, Oklahoma 74127
Tulsa, Oklahoma 74103 Attorney for Plaintiff

Attorneys for Defendant
%&MLA?&W

Hope Morenc Leos

Sf
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES QF AMERICA,

Plaintiff,

)

)
)
)

Vs, ) CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-159-B
)
ROBERT B. WESTER, JR, , )
)
)

Defendant.

AGREED JUDGMENT

F

This matter comes on for consideration this ¢C day

1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating,

United States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma,
through Philard 1. Rounds, Jr., Assistant United States Attorney,
and the Defendant, Robert B, Wester, Jr., appearing Pro se.

The Court, being fully advised and having examined the
file herein, finds that the Defendant, Robert B, Wester, Jr., was
personally served with Summons and Complaint on February 12,
1982. The Defendant has not filed an Answer but in lieu thereof
has agreed that he is indebted to the Plaintiff in the amount
of $388.27 and that Judgment may accordingly be entered against
him in the amount of $388.27, without interest.

IT I8 THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that
the Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against the Defendant,
Robert B. Wester, Jr., in the amount of $388.27, without

interest,

s/ THOMAS R. BRETT

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
APPROVED :
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATING
United States Attorney

Agsistant U.s, Attorney

/j/ gCLJJ

ROBERT B. WESTER, JR. w




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR~ | | [ D
THE NORTHERN DISTRICT. OF OKLAHOMA \
LER LU 1082 ’[}lw

. Jack C. Sitver, Cletk
e . S. DISTRICT COURT

WILLIAMS EXPLORATION -COMPANY,
RUDMAN RESOURCES, INC,,

C. F. BRAUN & CO., and
RAYMOND A. WILLIAMS, JR.

Plaintiffs,
v. Civil Action No. 80-C-476-p V~
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF
ENERGY and CHARLES W. DUNCAN,
SECRETARY OF ENERGY,

Defendants.

N Nt et Tt e Nt et t? il et il Sl et ettt St

STIPULATION OF DISMISSAL

Pursuant to Rule 41{a) of the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure,'the undersigned parties hereby stipulate that
the complaint in the above-captioned action be dismissed
without prejudice, each party to bear its own costs.

Respectfully submitted,

L

COLLINGSWORTH & NELSON
4100 Bank of Oklahoma Tower
Cne Williams Center
Tulsa, Oklahoma 74172
Attorneys for Plaintiffs.

47 h2 SN Lo

Mark Kreitmén

Beth Mizuno

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of General Counsel

1000 Independence Ave., S.W.

Forrestal Bldg., Rm. 6H-058

Washington, D.C. 20585
Ordered: Attorneys for Defendants.

United States District Judge



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

ORIN P. FUNDERBURK,
Plaintiff,
v, Na, 8l-0--880-1

AMOCO PRODUCTION COMPANY,
a foreign corporation,

e e e et Mt e e e

Defendant.

CRDER OF DISMISSAL

This cause having come before this Court on the Joint
Application for Dismissal with Prejudice, and this Court
being fully advised in the premises and the parties having
stipulated, and the Court having found that the parties have
reached a private settlement of the individual claims of
Plaintiff and that such claims should be dismissed, it is,
therefore,

CRDERED, ADJUDGED and DECREED that the Complaint of
Plaintiff, and his causes of action set forth therein, be
and hereby are dismissed with prejudice, with each party to
bear its own costs,

So Ordered this .2 day of September, 1982,

§/ AMES O- gLusoN

U 5. District Court Judge
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DIsTRICT oF okiaHofd | . E D

PATRICIA L. HUGHES,

SEP 30 g2 .

jack G. wilver, L‘lef:&/

W S. DISTRICT CGURi

Plaintiff,
vs.

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
and UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE,

Defendants. |
and ‘ CIMIL~A€%£QN/§UMBERS
. #I-c-519-B.4& B1-C-520-B
CONSOLIDATED
RICHARD D. HUGHES, _
Plaintiff,

vVS.

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
and UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE,

P I P

Defendants.

JUDGMENT

In keeping with the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of
Law entered this date, Judgment is hereby entered in favor of
Patricia L. Hughes and against the defendant in the sum of
Twenty Three Thousand One Hundred Dollars {($23,100.00), plus
the costs of this action, AND IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Jddgment
is entered in favor of Richard D. Hughes in the sum of Eleven
Thousand One Hundred Sixty Three and 48/100 bollars ($11,163.48)
plus the costs of this action. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED dn both
judgments interest shall run from the date of this Judgment at

the rate of four percent (4%) in accordance with 28 U.S.C.A. §2411(b).

ENTERED this 7 day

THOMAS R. BRETT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT CQURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

AN 30y pr -

A ' [Ty L'!Uip.
HOPE MORENO LEOS, ) S Mievenes ming
)
Plaintiff, )
)] Civil Acticnm No.
v. )
J 81-C-304-¢C
)
McDONNELL DOUGLAS CORPORATION, )]
)
Defendant, )]
)
JUDGMENT

Pursuant to the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
filed 13 May 1982, it is hereby Ordered that judgment be entered
in favor of the Defendant and against the Plaintiff, that the
Plaintiff rtake nothing, that the action be dismissed on the
merits and that the Defendant recover of the Plaintiff its costs
of actien, in the amount of Seven Hundred Thirty-six Dollars and
Seventy-two Cents ($736.72).

The Court further finds that the parties have agreed
that the Defendant is entitled to a reasonable attorney fee from
the Plaintiff, ang it is hereby Ordered that judgment be entered
in favor of the Defendant and against the Plaintiff for the
Teasonable attorney fee in the agreed upon amount of Ten Thousand
Dollars and No Cents ($10,000.00).

It is so Ordered this ﬁﬁ%%‘day of September, 1982,

¢/H. DALE COOK

H. DALE COOK
Chief Judge, U. 8. District Court

Approved as to form and content:

%;omas D. Rogértson

Nichols & Wolfe, Inec, ¢ Houston, Suite 301
Suite 400, 01d City Hall Bldg. Center Office Bulding

124 East Fourth Street Tulsa, Oklahoma 74127
Tulsa, Oklahoma 74103 Attorney for Plaintiff

Attorneys for Defendant
%i&zzzt_ﬂ@%
tlope Morenc Leos

ﬁoman



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE T
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA Jab L v

4.5, DISTRICT 42

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
VS. CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-158-C

MICHAEL D. VISOR,

Defendant.

DEFAULT JUDGMENT

This matter comes on for consideration this .27X day

)
of ;/%/aii , 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank

Keating; United States Attorney, through Don J. Guy, Assistant
United States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma, and
the Defendant, Michael D. Visor, appearing not.

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
file herein finds that Defendant, Michael D. Visor, was
personally served with Summons and Complaint on August 25, 1982,
The time within which the Defendant could have answered or
otherwise moved as to the Complaint has expired and has not been
extended. The Defendant has not answered or otherwise moved, and
default has been entered by the Clerk of this Court. Plaintiff is
entitled to Judgment as a matter of law.

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover Judgmeﬁt against Defendant, Michael D.
Visor, for the principal sum of $238.97, plus interest at the

legal rate (15%) from the date of this Judgment until paid.

s/H. DALE cook
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE




=l L ED
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA BN

v

Jack €. Siker, Wik
1. S. DISTRICT COURY

MONTGOMERY ELEVATOR CO.,
A Corporation,

Plaintiff,
No. 82-C-841-E

VS.

INTERNATIONAL UNION OF ELEVATOR
CONSTRUCTORS, LOCAL UNION NO. 83,

St N S S Sl Nt Nt St Nt St Nt

Defendant.

DISMISSAL OF ACTION

COMES NOW the Plaintiff, Montgomery Elevator Co., by and through its
undersigned attorney of record, and pursuant to the provisions of Rule 41(a) (1)
of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, dismisses the above-styled cause

of action without prejudice.

SUBLETT, McCORMICK, ANDREW & KEEFER
Attorneys for the Plaintiff

Suite 1776, One Williams Center
Tulsa, OK 74172

/'T;)/ Stephen L. Andrew

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING

I, the undersigned, Stephen L. Andrew, do hereby certify that I
mailed a true and correct copy of the above and foregoing document to the
following person, with sufficient postage thereon fully prepaid, on this,
the 29th day of September, 1982:

Mr. Tom Armstrong
Dyer, Powers, Marsh, Turner & Armstrong
Attorneys for Defendant
Pepsico Place

Tulsa, OK 74103

Vil

4 Siephen L. Andrew




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

DOUBLE W RANCH, an Oklahoma
business trust,

Plaintiff,

No. 82-C-513-B

FILED
SEP 2.9 1982

O RDER Jack C. Silver, Clern
- U. S. DISTRICT COURT

This matter comes before the Court on defendant's Motion to

vSs.

DUNNE EQUITIES, INC., a Kansas
corporation,

Nt Vst Vot i Vet Ml N ot S e oot

Defendant.

Dismiss. For the reasons set forth below, the motion is granted
and the action dismissed.

The defendant Dunne Equities, Inc., has moved to dismiss this
action alleging an action is pending in the District Court of
Creek County, Oklahoma (No. C-79-320), involving issues identi-
cal to the ones presented by the case at bar. Defendant further
asserts the state court action was filed approximately two and a
half years prior to the filing of this matter.

At a pre-trial conference held in this case on Sepéember 7,
1982, the Court directed the plaintiff to submit to the Court the
petition filed in the state court action in order that the Court
might determine whether the issues invelved in the two acfions
are sufficiently similar to warrant a dismissal of this case.
Plaintiff has supplied the Court with the requested document as
well as an opinion of the Oklahoma Court of Appeals which address-
ed the trial court's deniél of plaintiﬁf's application for a tem-

porary restraining order.



Although the allegations of the Petition are not highly de-
tailed, the opinion of the Court of A?peals reveals the issues in
the state court action are virtually identical. It is true plain-
tiff has asserted alternative theories of recovery in this action
which were not alleged in the state cgyft petition; however, the
issues arising from the petition subsume and will necessarily ad-
judicate those presented here. The basic question appears to be
whether the owner of mineral rights in a land-locked parcel of
land has the right of ingress and egress over adjoining land which
"he does not own but which was conveyed from a source of title
common to his mineral rights. In reviewing the allegations of
the Complaint herein, the Court concludes the adjudication of this
question in the previously-filed state court action will or
should resolve all issues raised by plaintiff in this suit. The
Court finds it is arguable whether the resolution of this question
will dispose of plaintiff's assertion that the maintenance of a
pipeline-across the subject property is a public or private nui-
sance. Considerations of judicial-economy, however, counsel that
this Court leave that matter to the state court as well. Plain-
tiff can place this matter in issue in the state court by amend-
ing its pleadings if it has not already done so.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED defendant's Motion to Dismiss is here-

by granted and the action dismissed without prejudice,

ENTERED this éjé day of September, 1982.

C Yreero NG

THOMAS R. BRETT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT oF OKLAHOMA SACK . Sives Uitr ¢
il 8 ey -
UNITED STATES oF AMERICA, )
i
Plaintiff, )
)
vs, ) CIVIT, ACTION NO.82~C-692~B
}
W. D. GAZAWAY, )
befendant, )

NOTICE oF DISMISSAL
= I OMISSAL

Oklahoma, Plaintiff herein, ang hereby gives hotice of itg
dismissal, Pursuant to Ryjle 41, Federal Rules of cjiviil Procedure,
©f this action without Prejudice,

Dated thig 29th day of September, 13982,

NITED STATES OF AMERICA

United states Attorney



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT SEPZBTQR?;

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA Jach €. i, Clerk
U. 3. DISIRICT CGUR;

PARTHETNA L. RAPER, et al,

)
)
Plaintiff, )
}
vs. ) No. 82-C-799-F
)
PURCLATOR COURIER CORPORATION, et al )
}
Defendant. }

ORDER OF DISMISSAL

NOW, on this Ziﬂday of September, 1982, this matter
comes on before the undersigned Judge upon Plaintiff's
Application for Order of Dismissal, and the Court having.
reviewed same, finds that said Application should be sus-—
tained and an Order of Dismissal issued.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
above ndmbered and styled cause against the Defendant National

Indemnity Company only, be and the same is hereby dismissed.

§/ JAMES ©. BLLISOL
Judge of the District Gourt

CERTIFICATE OF MATLING

I hereby certify that on the day of September,
1982, I mailed a true and correct copy of the above and
foregoing Order of Dismissal to the National Indemnity Company,
Claims Examiner, Max Levine, 4016 Farnam Street, Omaha,
Nebraska 68131, by U.s. Mail, with proper postage thereon

fully Prepaid.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT ‘' 1982
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA - Jagk [ b!lver (f
Brt

- 8 DISTRICT Goypr

GENERAL CORROSION SERVICES

CORPORATION, . g
Plaintiff, )
- )

vs. ) NO. 82-C-735-B
)
C.E. EQUIPMENT COMPANY, INC. )
and HARCO CORPORATION, )
)
Defendants. )

ORDER

This matter comes before the Court on the Motion to
Quash and Dismiss of Bill L. Harer, service agent for Harco,
Inc., for improper service and lack of personal jurisdiction.
‘For the reasons set forth below, the Motion is sustained.

On August 2, 1982, Bill L. Harer was served with a
summons issued on behalf of the Plaintiff, General Corrosion
Services Corporation, erroneously addressed to "Bill Harer,
Agent for Harco Corporatjion, 2927 S. 67th East Avenue, Tulsa,
Oklahoma, 74129." It.appears from the record that Bill Harer
is the president, director and service agent for Harco, Inc.,
a Delaware corporation domesticated in Oklahoma which is not
a party to the matter afybar. Thus, service on Bill L. Harer,
service agent for Harco, Inc., was ineffective service on
Harco Corporation. The Court notes that the Plaintiff agrees
that its service on Bill'L. Harer, service agent for Harceo, Inc.,

was ineffective service on the Defendant, Harco Corporation.



IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that Bill L. Harer's Motion
to Quash and Dismiss service on Harco, Inc. is sustained for
lack of proper service and the cause of action is dismissed
as to Harco, Inc. and/or Bill L. Harer. Inasmuch as
Plaintiff relied upon the information given it by the Oklahoma
Secretary of State and inadvertently served Bill L. Harer
as service agent for Harco Corporation, Bill L. Harer's

request for attorney's fees is denied.

ENTERED this égé?"fday of September, 1982.

THOMAS R. BRETT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE




IN THE UNITED $TATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

WESTERN FARM BUREAU LIFE
INSURANCE COMPANY,

Plaintiff,

No. 80—C-480—E‘/

vs.

81-C-9-E
SANDRA LEE FOSTER, now HUDSON,
individually and as next friend {(CONSOLIDATED)

of MICHAEL DEAN COOK a/k/a MICHAEL
DEAN FOSTER, MITCHEL LEE COOK,
a/k/a MITCHEL LEE FOSTER, and

- RHONDA MICHELLE FOSTER, and ROBIN
GAY FOSTER SELLERS, individually
and as administratrix of the Estate
of Robert E. Foster, deceased,

FILED

i3EP 25 1987

Jack C. Suver, Clen.
48 NISTRIAT AR

T Mt Mt et et et Tl Tt ot et "l et St N o Tt Tt

Defendants.
JUDGMENT

This action came on for hearing before the Court,
Honorable James Q. Ellison, District Judge, presiding; Western
Farm Bureau Life Insurance Company appeared by its attorney Jim
K. Goodman; Sandra Lee Foster, now'Hudébn, and Ester Baldridge,
guardian of the persons and estates of Michael Dean Cook a/k/a
Michael Dean Foster, Mitchel Lee Cook a/k/a Mitchel Lee-Foster
and Rhonda Michelle Foster, minors, appeared by their attorney
Thomas L. Palmer; Robin Gay Foster Sellérs, individually and as
administratrix of the Estate of Robert-E. Foster, deceaséd,
appeared by her attorney Dana L. Lyons: and Craig W. Hoster,
guardian ad litem for Rhonda Michelle Foster, appeared person-
ally; and all parties announced that a settlement has been agreed
to. After being fully ainsed in the premises, the Court finds
and Orders as follows:

I.

The Court finds that it has sole jurisdiction over the
subject matter of this action and of the parties; that pursuant
to this action in the nature of interpleader, Plaintiff has
deposited into the registry of this Court, the sum of Thirty- L
geven Thousand Eight Dollars Sixty-two Cents ($37,00Z.62); that Ujﬁ

.

Plaintiff has agreed to pay and deposit into the registry of thiséq;o‘q

l/,.o



Court, the additional sum of Twelve Thou;and Five Hundred Dollars
{$12,500.00), in compromise settlemént.with all claimants as to
any liability Plaintiff might have under the double indemnity
rider of Plaintiff's life insurance pPélicy No. 126042 issued on
the life of Robert E. Foster, deceased.

I1I.

IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that judgment be entered in
favor of Defendant Sandra Lee Foster, now Hudson, and against the
Plaintiff and the fund heretofore paid into Court in the sum of
Fourteen Thousand Five Hundred Eighty-three Dollars and Thirty-
three Cents ($14,583.33).

III.

IT IS FURTHER ORPERED AND ADJUDGED that Jjudgment be
entered herein for Defendant Robin Gay Foster Sellers, individu-
ally, and not as Administratrix of the Estate of Robert E.
Foster, deceased, and against the Plaintiff and the funds paid
into Court in the sum of Eight Thousand Seven Hundred Fifty
Dollars ($8,750.00).

iv. ' .

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that judgment be
entered herein for Defendant Rhonda Michelle Foster, a minor,
eleven {11) years of age born on the 7th day of July, 1971 and
against the Plaintiff and the funds hé;etofore paid into Court
and to be paid into Court in the sum oé Twenty-one Thousand One
Hundred Seventy-six Dollars and Twenty-nine Cents ($21,176.29).

V.

IT IS5 FURTHER ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that judgment be
entered herein for Craiq W. Hoster, guardian ad litem for Defend-
ant Rhonda Michelle Foster, a minor, in the sum of Five Thousand
pollars ($5,000.00) from the funds herétofore paid inte Court,
and to be paid into Court by Plaintiff which the Court specifi-
cally finds to be reasonable and necessary compensation for legal
services in the amount of $4,895.08 and expenses in the amount of

$104.92 rendered on behalf of said minor Defendant,



Foster ang Mitchel Lee Cook a/k/a Mitchel Lee Foster that they
have and take nhothing by these procee@ings.
VII.
IT Is FURTHER ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that all counter-

claims ang Cross-claims inconsistent with the judgmentg herein be

IX.
The Court Specifically finds that befendant Rhonda
Michelle Foster is 3 minor, eleven Years of age born on the 7th
day of July, 1971; that she is 3 éitizen and resident of the
State of Arkansas now residing at Route 4, Box 357cC, Harrison,
Arkansas 72601; that heretofore on the 12th day of June, 1981,

Ester Baldridge, maternal grandmother, hasg heretofore been

appointed asg guardian of the person and of the estate of Rhonda
Michelle Foster i{n the Probate Court of Boone County, Arkansas in
Cause Né. 71-68; that PUrsuant to the Provisions of Title 12
0.5., 1981 §84, it ig not. necessary to establish a tryst at a
bank in Oklahoma; that the settlement tontained herein is fair,
just and reasonable for Rhonda Michelle Foster and that Craig w,
Hoster, guardian ad litem for Rhonda Michelle Foster, should be
and is hereby authorized to accept saié settlement on behalf of

Rhondg Michelle Foster.



is hereby authorized and directed to isSﬁe payment to Sandra Lee
Foster Hudson and Palmer & Caslavka, Iﬁc., her attorneys, in the
sum of Fourteen Thousand Five Hundred Eighty-three Dollars and
Thirty-three Cents ($14,583.33). 7

XT.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that Jack C. Silver,
Clerk of the District Court for the Northern District of Oklahoma
is hereby authorized and directed to issue payment to Robin Gay
Foster Sellers and Dana L. Lyons, her attorney, in the sum of
Eight Thousand Seven Hundred Fifty Dollars ($8,750.00).

XIT.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED AND ADJUbGED that Jack C. Silvef,
Clerk of the District Court for the Northern District of Oklahoma
is hereby authorized and directed to issue payment to Ester
Baldridge, guardian of the person and of the estate of Rhonda
Michelle Foster, a minor, in the Probate Court of Boone County,
Arkansas in Cause'No. 71-68 in the sum of Twenty-one Thousand One
Hundred Seventy-six Dollars and Twenty-nine Cents ($21,176.29).

AI1X.

IT IS FURTHER CRDERED AND ADJUDGED that Jack C. Silver,
Clerk of the United States District Court for the Northern
District of Oklahoma is hereby authorized and directed to issue
payment to Craig W. Hoster, guardian aé litem for Rhonda Michelle
Foster, a minor, in the sum of Five Théusand Dollars ($5,000.00),
for his fees and expenses for serving as guardian ad litem.

XIV.

IT 1S FURTHER ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that the defendants
and each of them, their agents, attorneys, representatives,
Successors andrassigns, and all persons claiming by, through or
under them, or any of them, should be énd are hereby permanently
enjoined and restrained from instituting or further prosecuting
any suit or proceeding or any action or actions in any state
court or any other federal court on account of Policy No. 126042

or the money payable thereunder.



all liability under Policy No.

Rabert g, Foster, deceased,

o ]
Dated thig Z 8 = day of September, 19g32.

- Ellisen, Judge of The
Statesg District Court for
the Northern District of Oklahoma



APPROVED AS TO FORM:

CROWE & DUNLEVY

Din . Bl

Jlm K/ Goodman, Attorney for
Pla tiff, Western Farm Bureau
Life Insurance Company .

PALMER & CASLAVKA, 259(2_

homas L. Palmer Attorney for
Sandra Leg/Foster Hudson and for
Ester Baldridge, guardian of the
estates of Michael Dean Cook,
Mitchel Lee Cook and Rhonda
Michelle Foster, minors

LAWRENCE, SCOTT & LAMB

LYONS & LYONS

AN

Dana L. Lyons, AEbgrney for Robin
Gay Foster Sellers, individualy

and as administratrix of the estate
of Robert E. Foster, deceased

Ly 1 At

Craig/d. Hoster, guardian ad litem
for Rhonda Michelle Foster, a minor
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE

HCARL L. BIGLER, receiver for
|BOLLINGER CORPORATION, in pro-
ceedings for an arrangement

under Chapter XI,

{\gnr SEP 2/ 1980

’ Plaintiff,

No. 76-C-485-5 d

THOMAS I.. HELTON, LORNA F.

HELTON, LUTHER M. McMATH,

JOYCE M. McMATH, KELLYVILLE
FABRICATORS, INC., a corperation,
ROBER 1,, LAWMASTER, JAMES W. REEL,
QUAKER LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,

& corporation, OKLAHOMA NATURAL GAS)
COMPANY QF DELAWARE, a corporation,)
jand CHASE MANHATTAN NATIONAIL BANK, )
a corporation,

)

}

)

)

)

}

)

Vs. )
- )

i

)

)

)

)

)

” Defendants.

IJ JUDGMENT

U NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA FIlLE D
IN OPEN GouR

!

Jack C. Silver, Clerk |
U. S. DISTRICT COURT,

|
i
|
|
]

The above entitled cuase came on for trial for this thej

27th day of September, 1982, and the Court having heard the evi-

dence and having examined the pPleadings and service of summons and :

complaint finds that the following named defendantg to-wit:

Thomas L, Helton, Lorna F. Helton, Luther M. McMath, Joyce M.

McMath, Roger Lawmaster, Oklahoma Natural Gas Company of Delaware,
@ corporation, and Chase Manhattan National Bank, a corperation,
have been duly and legally served with summons; that none of said

. . /
defendants have entered an appearance herein and none of them

have filed any answer or pPleading herein, that the time within

|lwhich they are requi;ed by law and by the summons so served on
'them to appear and plead or answern to the complaint has expired
and that the default of said defendants should he entered against
them.
1. And further finds: That Defendants Thomas L.
Helton and Luther McMath were on March 15, 1976 (when they
executed the mortgage attached as Exhibit F to the complaint) ang
§till are the record owners 0f an individed 2/5 interest in and to
the lands described in said mortgage; and that said interest in
said lands is not a part of the bankrupt estate of the defendant

Kellyville Fabricators, Tnc. invelved in the bankruptcy proceed-
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1@orthern District of Oklahoma.

i '
3‘ 2. That the defendant Kellyville Fabricators, Inc., an

Oklahoma corporation, has appeared herein and filed its answer

|
|
|
|
denying the allegations of plaintiff's complaint and alleging that
‘neither Thomas L. Helton or Luthen:McMath had any authority to M
encumber its property for the personal obligations. Since the |
filing of said answe£ said defendaﬁt was adjudicated a bankrupt i
in bankruptcy proceedings pending in this district as bankruptcy

No. 77-B-115 and that the trustee in bankruptcy for said defendant |

has made no c¢laim herein on behalf of the bankrupt estate of said

defendant to the record interest of the defendants Thomas L. Helton)
Lorna F. Helton, ILuther McMath and Joyce M. McMath in the real

roperty involved herein which said defendants mortgaged to

[=: B C

Bollinger Corporation (Plaintiff's Exhibit F to the Complaint).

o

3. That, with respect to Plaintiff's First Cause of

ction the defendants Thomas L. Helton, Lorna F. Helton, Luther M.

1

cMath and Joyce M. McMath and each of them are indebted to
Plaintiff in the amount of $21,938.08 together with interest there-
on at the rate of 10% per annum from the 10th day of June, 1976
together with the further sum of $2,500.00 as attorney's fees as
provided in the promisory note of said defendants, a true copy of

which is attached to plaintiff’s complaint as Exhibit C.

4. That, with respect to Plaintiff's second Cause of

ction, the personal property referred to therein is the subject ofi
an adversary proceeding in the bankruptcy case involving the 5

Fefendant Kellyville Fabricators, Inc., the purpose of which is to

determine the matter of priority between the plaintiff's security

i

i
. . - i
interest and that of the Security Bank and Trust Company of Ponca

!

|
|

ity, Oklahoma. The Court further finds that since the question of
riority of plaintiff's claim is involved in said bankruptcy pro-
eeding and will be determined by the Bankruptcy Court finds that

laintiff's request that its Second Cause of Action be dismissed

EoANAN o R TT0

ithout prejudice should be granted.

5. That, with respect to Plaintiff's Third Cause of

Action, (wherein Plaintiff seeks to foreclose its second mortgage
given to secure the indebtedness, which is the subject of Plain- i
tiff's First Cause of Action) the Court finds that said mortgage !

is valid and subsisting and is a lien on the undivided 2/5 interest

-2 - i




W . r
|of the defendants, Thomas L. Helton, Lorna F. Helton, Luther M,
McMath and Joyce M. McMath in andtto the hereinafter described
real property subject only to the first mortgage of Quaker Life
Insurance Company covering a 100%}interest in said property‘on

which first mortgage there presenfly is a bkalance payable on the

|
|
|
|
|

. . L 0h
indebtedness secured thereby in the amount of §.7/- 13,3’ N U
Y 1 / Tf\l s ?E&&mﬂfptﬂ/\— k Zﬂ

together with interest thereon at the rate of /o %jper annuq\‘thati

|

said defendant Quaker Life Insurance Company has filed herein a

pleading setting up its mortgage and its priority but that said

defendant has not sought any relief in this cause other than to

have the priority of its mortgage determined.

6. That the defendants Thomas L. Helton, Lorna F.

i
!
|
t
[
:
i
|
?
Helton, Luther M. McMath and Joyce M. McMath and each of them have!
made default in the performance of the terms and conditions of ‘
ysaid note and mortgage, as alleged in plaintiff's complaint and 1
that plaintiff is entitled to foreclosure of its mortgage sued %
upon in this cause against all of the defendants herein but i
subject to the first mortgage of Quaker Life Insurance Company. ;

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DE(}‘REED BY THE .
COURT:

{1) That plaintiff's second cause of action be and
same hereby is dismissed without préjudice: ‘

{2) That plaintiff have judgment against the defendants
Thomas L. Helten, Lorna F. Helton, ‘Luther M. McMath and Joyce M.

FMcMath and each of them for the sum of $21,938.08 together with

interest thereon at the rate of 10% per annum from the 10th day of

June, 1976 until paid and the further sum of $2,500.00 attorney's

fees, and for all costs of this action, and that said amounts are
secured by the plaintiff's aforesaid mortgage and constitutes a
prior and superior lien upon the undivided 2/5 interest of said
defendants in and to the real estate and premises located in Creek

County, Oklahoma described as fcllows:

LAW OFFICES

%;GEm“;' A tract of land situated in the SE/4 of Sec. 22 ‘
?::il T17N, R10E, described as that part of the east
half of the SE/4 lying South of the 5t. Louis i

& San Francisco Railroad Company's railroad
right~cf~way and west of a line beginning at

MIDWAY BLDG.

LT BAST 20 ST a poilnt 2459.2 feet north of the southeast !
sutre ave corner of the SE/4 of said Sec. 22, thence :
.. 80X 2080 extending in a scuthwesterly direction,

1

TULSA, OHLAHOMA l
oot . |

|

-1
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right—of—way; thence north 49° 34 ®ast parallel

and 83' from 5aid center line to said railroad

351,17, thence souty 40 26" west, g3gr to

Point of beginning Containing 1.71 acres, more !
or lessg,

to the €enter line of St, Louis g San Francisce /
|

Also, g tract of land situateg in the SE/4 oFf
Sec, 22, Ti7N, R10E, described a8s that part of I

pPoint 1.808" west and 25 north cof tha scuth-~
€ast corner of saig Sec. 22; thence west 440,10
feet; thence North 459 4g¢ 3om east, 5 distance ’
cf 557,25 feet. thence soutp 59 46 39 east a ,
distance of 557,25 feet; thence South 50 g§g1 I
18" sagt 4 distance of 390.80 faet te the ]
point of beginning, Containing 1.96 acres, (
1

right-of—way EXCEpT, 3 tract beginning at a ’

LESS AND EXCEpT 414 °il, gas and other |
Mineral Fights in, tqo and under the above

sSame from the said Premises and, easements

to explore for, mine, Produce and remove the I-
and rights~of-way of record,

Subject only to the first ang Prior mortgage, hereinabove referred]
to, of Cuaker Life Insurance Company and, that any and all rights,
title or interesgt which the defendants Thomas 1, Helton, Lorna .

|
fl
i

Helton, Luther M, McMath, Joyce M.'McMath, Kellyville Fabricators,

Inec, Robert1,, Lawmaster, Oklahoma Natural gag Company of Delaware
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[
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Marshaz) to levy upon, advertisge and sel} after due and legal /

ﬁappraisement, the undivideg 2/5 interegt of said defendants,
i
”Thomas L. Helton, Lorna f, Helton, ruther M. McMath, ang Joyce M. |
| .

! ¢



MIDWAY BLDG.
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= |

McMath real estéte and premises herinabove described, subject to

the first mortgage of defendant, Quaker Life Insurance Company and

jthe clerk of this Court as provided for by law for application as

t

subject to unpaid taxes, 1f any, and pay the proceeds of sale to [
|
i
i

follows:

First: fTo the payment.of the costs herein accrued and |
accruing. .

Second: To the payment of the judgment and lien of the
plaintiff in the amounts herein set ocut.
i

Third: The balance, if any, to be paid to the clerk of:

this Court to await the further order of the Court.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that upon ‘
confirmation of said sale, the defendants Thomas I.. Helton,

Lorna F. Helton, Luther M. McMath, Joyce M. McMath, Roger L.

Lawmaster, Oklahoma Natural Gas Company of Delaware, a corporation,

and Chase Manhattan National Bank, a corporation, and each of themj

|

be forever barred, foreclosed and enjoined from asserting any

right, title and interest estate or eguity of redemption in and to!

said undivided 2/5 interest in said real estate and premises or

any part thereof. ’

Approved:

UNGERMAN, CONNER & LITTLE

BYJ(B’/LLM g /fc/r 4 /LAA_/Y/(WJ‘*j ¢ /{“‘L

Attormnéys for Plaintiff

/
{1/ ,Eﬁ/

uGoﬂdﬁn Pa¥_ ’Hftorney for
.

e lie Gresham, Trustee in
FBankruptcy for Kellyville
Fabricateors, Inc.

Mike Jones, } rney for
Kellyvllle Fabficators, Inc.




UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,

Vs, CIVIL ACTION NO.82-C-435-C

KENNETH E. VANSILL,

Defendant.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL

COMES NOW the United States of America by
Frank Keating, United States Attorney for the Northern District
of Oklahoma, Plaintiff herein, through Don J. Guy, Assistant
United States Attorney, and hereby gives notice of its dismissal,
pursuant toe Rule 41, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, of this

action without prejudice.

Dated this é; Zl!; day of September, 1982.

UMITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATING ]
hiteF States Attorney

s
g

/.

Assista United Stites Attorney

v CSRTIFICATE OF SERVICE

¥he undersigned coriifies that a true copy
of the forep- r 3 vlooiing was served on each
of the pr " . - . - vziling the same Lo
the s W /:J cecord on%
—_éi_.w : o -, 19




UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE R
NORTHERN DISTRICT QF OKLAHOMA -t a

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Plaintiff,

vs. CiviL ACTION NO. 81-C-796-B

JERRY D. JONES,

Defendant.

AGREED JUDGMENT

This matter comes on for consideration this CiiﬁﬂL day
of :Sésﬁhﬂkﬂﬁl*r 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating,
United States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma,
through Don J. Guy, Assistant United States Attorney, and the
Defendant, Jerry D. Jones, appearing pro se,

The Court, being fully advised and having examined the
file herein, finds that the Defendant, Jerry D. Jones, was
personally served with Summons and Complaint on August 5, 1982.
The Defendant has not filed his Answer but in lieu thereof has
agreed that he is indebted to the Plaintiff in the amount alleged
in the Complaint and that Judgment may accordingly be entered
against him in the amount of $582.00, plus 15% interest from the
date of this Judgment until paid.

IT 18 THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that
the Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against the befendant,
Jerry D. Jones, in the amount of $582.00, plus 15% interest from

the date of this Judgment until paid.

Sf THEMAD R BRETT

UNITED STATES DRISTRICT JUDGE

APPROVED:
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATING
United States Attorney

2 \,Q%Mﬂ
DON J. GpY ~ /
Assista U.S. Attgrney

frr fis~




IN THE .NITED STATES DISTRICT ~-<URT FOR THE

NORHTERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

CRAMPLIN PETROLEUM COMPANY,
a Delaware corporatiom,

Plaintiff, r - \
L ED

V.

AAA OIL COMPANY, INC,, an
Oklahoma corporation, DGNALD
¥. KIRKLAND, MARY E, KIRKLAND,
HAROLD BURLINGAME & BARBARA
JEAN BURLINGAME,

Defendants,
and
DONALTy F. KIRKLAND,

Defendant/Third
Party Plaintiff,

V.

RONALD L. MITCHELL, JERRY
GILLELAND & ELMER GILLELAND,

Third Party
Defendants.

)
)
)
}
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
}
)
).
)
)
)
}
)
)
)
)]
}
)
)
)
)
3
}

No, 81-C-643-E

ORDER OF DISMISSAL WITH PREJUDICE

of
NOW on this 23 "day of qﬁﬁiziﬁmdgv 1982, the above styled numbered

cauge comes for consideration by the Court upon the Joint Stipulation for

Dismissal filed herein by Champlin Petvoleum Company, Inc., AAA 011 Company,
Inc., Donald F. Kirkland, Mary E. Kirkland, Ronald I,. Mitchell,

Jerry Gilleland and Elmer Gilleland. The Court, having examined the

Joint Stipulation for Dismissal, finds that the plaintiffs, defendants

and third party defendants have entered ints a compromise agreemeﬁt for
settlement of the claims set forth in the Complaint filed by the plaintiff
in the third party complaint filed by the defendant Donald F. Kirkland and
causes of action set forth therein should be dismissed with prejudice

pursuant to the Joint Stipulation for Dismissal.

IT 15 THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED by the Court that
the causes of action filed by the platntiff, Champlin Petroleum Company,
Inc. and the third party complaint filed by the defendant, Denald F,

Kirkland, be and the same are hereby dismissed with prejudice as to

CC;ZL,1aLb<ﬁCQ§i;€i,¢«-‘

JAMESA?. ELLTISON
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

future filing.




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT .. L i
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF Okrapoma = i E

RANDALL TAYLOR ang LINDA ES{PE31?Q3?f
TAYLOR, Y

1k €. Sibeay, Clerl,
_ .S, DisTmey coph

" No. 81—C—891—E;b//

Plaintiffs,
Vs,

WAL~MART STORES, INC., a

)
)
}
}
)
)
)
)
foreign corporation, et al., )
)
)

Defendants.
ORDER
—T YL R

The Court hasg now before it the Motiop of the Plaintiffs o
remand thig Proceeding tqo the District Court of Creek County, Okxla-
homg . Defendantg in thig action have Tesponded ip OpPposition +go
the Plaintiffg» Motion to temand, ang the motion is now at issue
before this court,

On Decempear 22, 1981, the Defendant Brockfielg Athletic Shoe
Company, Inc. fileq notice, Petition ang bond for Temoval of thig
action fren Creek-County, Oklahoma District Court. qp January g,
1982, Defendant Brookfieilg wWas joined by the Defendant Wal-Mart
Stores, Inc, in filing an amended notice, Petition and bhond for
removal of the action to this Court, -

On January 28, 1882, the Plaintifs fileg 5 Motion to Ameng

4% a party Defendant, The Defendants,-already Parties tolthe
action, fajleq to respong op object to the Plaintiffg: Motion to
Amend, ang on February 25, 1982, thig Court granted leave to the
Plaintiffg to ameng their complaint adding Robert Dunp a5 a party

Defendant. Defendantg Now assert their_objection to the joinder of

The seconag question before the Court jg the Plaintiffgr Motion
to Remand, fileg March 26, 1982, Defendants cbiect to the Plaintiffg:

Motion ang Urge that the above styleq action remaip undisturbed ip



Uu.s.c. g 1332, jurisdictiqn will not continue when Such diversity

is destroyeq, Rowland v, Sellers, 111 F.Supp. 5 {E.D. Tenn. 1853} ;

Heintz v, Chio Casualtx Insurance Comgaﬁz, 112 F.Supp. 199 (5.D.

Cal. 1953), Barrett v, McDonald's of Oklahoma Citz, 419 F.Supp. 792
,

(W.D. ok1, 1976) is distinguishable On its facts from the case at bar,

The addition of Robert pynp a5 a party Defendant destroys the rYequisite
diVersity and thereby, the jurisdiction of this Coure, In addition,
the Defendants in this action had ample OPPOrtunity to object to the
joinder of Dunn as g party. 1In light of Defendants' failﬁre to

make g timely objection, they are now estopped from objecting to

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that the above Styled action he remanded
to the Distriet Court of Creek County, Drumright Division, State
of Oklahoma for resolution ang disposition,

- @
Dated at Tulsa, Oklahoma this 32~3_dday of September, logz,

g( 22 QZQML
JAMES O ELLISON

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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_ FILED

SLE 241862
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA TR

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-749-B

vs,

JIMMY W. BOULWARE,

Defendant.

DEFAULT JUDGMENT

This matter comes on for consideration this é&gﬁéL day
of September, 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating,
United States Attorney, through Nancy A. Nesbitt, Assistant
United States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma, and
the Defendant, Jimmy W. Boulware, appearing not.

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
file herein finds that Defendant, Jimmy W. Boulware, was
personally served with Summons and Complaint on August 19, 1982.
The time within which the Defendant could have answered or
otherwise moved as to the Complaint has expired and has not been
extended. The Defendant has not answered or otherwise moved, and
default has been entered by the Clerk of this Court. Plaintiff is

entitled to Judgment as a matter of law.

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against Defendant, August 19,
1982, for the principal sum of $1,752.00, plus interest at the

legal rate (15%) from the date of this Judgment until paid.

S/ THOMAS R, BRETT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE




FILED

UNITED STATEg DISTRICT COURT rog THE  SEP 24 1882
NORTHERN DISTRICT op OKLAHOMA

- ;y-:r;ﬁﬁj? HE
UNITED STaTks op AMERICA, oS SR (L

Plaintiff,

)

)

)

)

vs. ) CIVIL ACTION No. 82-C-748-3
)

FLYNN p. DOCKERY, )
)

}

Defendant .
DEFAULT JUDGMENT
== YUDGMENT

This matter comes on for consideration thiscjk%EI day
of September, 1982, the Plaintiff dppearing by Frank Keating,
United Statesg Attorney, through Don Jd. Guy, Assistant United
States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma, and the

Defendant, Flynn p. Dockery, appearing not,

% THOMAS BRETT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE



dLE
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT QF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, }

Plaintiff, g
VS, ; CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-775-E
MICHAEL »a. GRUTTADAURIA, JR., ;

Defendant. ;

DEFAULT JUDGMENT
—=m e o UULMERNT

This matter comes on for consideration this day
of September, 1882, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating,
United States Attorney, through Nancy A. Nesbitt, Assistant
United Statesg Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma, and
the Defendant, Michael A. Gruttadauria, Jr., appearing not,

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
file herein finds that Defendant, Michael A. Gruttadauria, Jr.,
was personally served with Summons and Complaint on August 23,
1982, The time within which the Defendant could have answered or
otherwise moved as to the Complaint has expired and has not been
extended. The Defendant has not answered or otherwise moved, and
default has been entered by the Clerk of this Court. Plaintiff is

entitled to Judgment as a matter of law.

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against Defendant, Michael A,
Gruttadauria, Jr., for the principal sum of $415.31, plus
interest at the legal rate {15%) from the date of this Judgment

until paid,

S/ JAMES Q. £l

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE



FILED

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT o
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA arpRa

R % ;‘“(

Jaci U, vilvel, bl

ALl
e j QT o

Plaintiff,

VS . Case No. B2-C-564-E

TERRY McBRIDE, CARROL WOLFE
and MIKE HICKS,

Defendants.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL

COMES NOW the Plaintiff, Willie Wolfe, and pursuant to
the Pederal Rules of Civil Procedure, kule 4l(a)(l), and
hereby gives notice of the voluntary dismissal by said

Plaintiff, of this action against all Defendants.

This Notice is filed prior to the service by any of the

Defendants of an Answer or of a Motion for Summary Judgment.

With the filing of this Notice, this action is hereby

dismissed by the Plaintiff without Order of the Court.

v [

Willie Wolfe, Flaintiff

STATE OF OKLAHOMA )
SS8.
COUNTY OF CRAIG }

4

Be it remembered, that on this 43~ day of September,
1982, before me a Notary Public in and for said State, per-
sonally appeared WILLIE WOLFE, to me Kknown to be the iden-
tical person described in and who executed the within and
foregoing instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed
the same as his free and voluntary act and deed for the uses
and purposes therein set forth.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my official
signature and affixed my notarial seal, the day and year
first above written.

My commiss{;y expires:
/A4
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

ACK U, Silver, Clark

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA J_S_DETMQTCOURI

—————— e e - — - — GA- M W A TER T W e e e b e e e S S e —

JAMES ZERILLO,

‘ Plaintiff,
-against-

GULF OIL CORPORATION,

GOC ACQUISITION CORPORATION,

JAMES E. LEE and
EFDWARD B. WALKER,

Defendants.

MARVIN FISCHER,
Plaintiff,
-against-
GULF 0QIL CORPORATION,
GOC ACQUISITION CORPORATION,

JAMES E. LEE and
EDWARD B. WALKER,

Defendants.

- e W S R e e AN e S W G — T ———

82 C-764-AE
and
82 C~-739~E (removed by
defendants from
District Court,
County of Tulsa,
Oklahoma)

STIPULATION

82 C-778-E
and -
82 C-790-B¥(removed by
defendants from
District Court,
County of Tulsa,
Oklahoma)



IRVIN KAS, individually and as
representative of shareholders of
CITIES SERVICE COMPANY,

Plaintiff, L
-against- . .z 82 Cc-777-Ri%
GULF OIL CORPORATION,
GOC ACQUISITION CORPGRATICN,

JAMES E. LEE and
EDWARD B. WALKER,

Defendants. :
_______________________________________ e
_______________________________________ x
HERBERT W. and HAZEL R. HARTZ,
individually and as representative
of shareholders of CITIES SERVICE
COMPANY,

Plaintiffs,

-against- : 82 C-785-E
GULF 0OI1L CORPORATION,
GOC ACQUISITION CORPORATION,
JAMES E. LEF and
EDWARD B. WALKER,

Defendants.
_______________________________________ %
——————————————————————————————————————— X
JEROME F. and GLORIA M, KENNEY,

Plaintiffs,

-acainst- : 82 C~-793-C
and
GULF 0OIL CORPORATION, ' : 82 C-8l0-E (removed by
GOC ACQUISITION CORPORATION, defendants from
JAMES E. LEE and . : District Court,
EDWARD B. WALKER, County of Tulsa,
Defendants. : : Cklahaoma)



actions noyw Pending in the Uu.s, District Court for the
Western District of Pennsylvania and in the U.s, District

Court for the Northern District of Oklahoma to the U.s.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT 15 HEREBY STIPULATED 2AND

AGREED BETWEEN the partjes as follows:



2. In the event either the 28 U.S.C. §1404
transfer motions or the motion to file a consolidated
complaint are denied, then defené?ﬁts' time to answer or
move in any and all_of the above actions (including all
related actions pending in the U.S. District Court for

the Southern District of New York) shall be extended to

thirty (30) days following the denial of said motion.

4
Dated: September?¢, 1982

L/ e

A¥tdrnédyd for Plaintiff,
JAMES ZERILLO

%){/&12/&&&

“for Plaintiff
MARVIN FISCHER

2.7/, N

Atfotneys/for Plainkdff,
IRVIN KAS

torneys For Plalntlffs,
. JEROME F. and GLORIA M. KENNEY

éﬁ'\a(’ Dis, & e,

Attorneys for befendants

L

SO ORDERED:

<2222f1&Ué£) é%idfb74“““~-
// U.S.D.J.
A

Chief U.S.D.J.

Tl arta b e SETEECT I v AT e S D S L ke che AFUEFIR L g i MR A A RET T T IR PR ol ik KL I S it cad i Aall S NI S AR €T
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT For &xl DISIRICT COURI
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

MASTER MECHANICS, INC.

L

Plaintiff, J/
vSs. 82-C-536-BT

OILMAN MANUFACTURING, INC.,
and METRO MANUFACTURING, INC.,

Defendants.

N N N N N N N N N N

JUDGMENT

Based on the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

filed this date, IT IS ORDERED Judgment be entered in favor of the
plaintiff, Master Mechanics, Inc., and against the defendant, Metro
Manufacturing, Inc., in the amount of $139,931.17, plus interest at
the rate of 6% per annum from August 1, 1981, to September 21, 1982,
and at the rate of 15% per annum from the date of Judgment until paid,
and attorney fees in the amount of $2,400.00 and costs in the amount
of $90. 00 to be taxed as cosig against Metro Manufacturing, Inc.

ENTERED this

ay of September, 1982.

. r
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE



T ——————
1 e ———
JUDGMI';\TT ON JI'RY VERMICT .
—.. 7—-4—___%._,._.. ;‘_.ﬁ__.“*—-«-_._‘_‘-*q_..__. L
. . . 882 g
United Statps District Court _ .
Jani v e i 7
FOR THE g ¥ i
5. IS HICT COUR?
§9§I§EE§?RE§EBEEEWQF OKLAHOMA
I — >
SAMMIE (. REVIS, " CIVIL ACTION FiLg No. g2-c-319-pp
Plaintifr, )
vs. : JUDGMENT
ERNTE TIGER, Rrogrg MINER, and THE cIpy )
OF GLENPOOL

Defendants,

Honorable THOMAS R. BRETT

the issues having been duly tried and
the jury having duly rendereq jtg verdict,

It is Ordered ang Adjudged that Jjud
Ernie Tiger,

» and againgt the
r Sammie ¢ and that the Defendantsg recover of the
Plaintiff its costs of action.

Dated at  Tulsa, Oklahomg

, thig 22nd day
of September , 18 82

T

) T 7 —
S /?{M%Qéﬁf//

THOMAS R, gRrBpr
U. 5. District Judge



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRfCT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT -OF OKLAHOMA F i L E D

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
and FRANK M., LIMBIRD,
Special Agent, Internal
Revenue Service,

SEPA T

ack C. Silvar, Cler,
o8 psiees oot
Petitioners, |8 RIREPICT

vs. CIVIL ACTION NO.r 79-C-355-C

FIRST STATE BANK AND TRUST
COMPANY, Pittsburg, Kansas,

Respondent.

ORDER DISCHARGING RESPONDENT AND DISMISSAL

oL,

ON THIS 20" day of September, 1982, Petitioners'

Motion to Discharge Respondent and to Dismiss came on for
décision and the Court finds that Respondent has now complied
with the Internal Revenue Service Summons served on them in this
case, that further proceedings herein are unnecessary, and that
the Respondent, First State Bank and Trust Company, should be
discharged and this action dismissed.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDER'ED,. ADJUDGED, AND DECREED BY THE
COURT that the Respondent, First State Bank and Trust Company, be
and it is hereby discharged from any further praoceedings herein

and this action be and the same hereby is dismissed.

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA = | L E D

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
and FRANK M. LIMBIRD,
Special Agent, Internal
Revenue Service,

SEPDT9? M

iagit C. Sitver, Clerk
) S PIETEY CORT
Petiticners, ‘
vs. CIVIIL ACTION NO. 79'0'190—C ;L

SECURITY BANK AND TRUST
COMPANY, Miami, Oklahoma,

e e e et e T e e e St

Respondent.

ORDER DISCHARGING RESPONDENT AND DISMISSAL

ON THIS cm) day of September, 1982, Petitioners'
Motion to Discharge Respondent and to Dismiss came on for
decision and the Court finds that Respondent has now complied
with the Internal Revenue Service Summons served January 10,
1979, that further proceedings herein are unnecessary, and that
tﬂe Respondent, Security Bank and Trust Company, should be
discharged and this action dismissed.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED BY THE
COURT that the Respondent, Security State Bank and Truét Company ,
be and it is hereby discharged from any further proceedings

herein and this action be and the same hereby is dismissed.

UNIT%é g;;TES DISTRICT JUDGE



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR
THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

FILED

EMPIRE INDEMNITY INSURANCE

COMPANY, 5P 2 l 1%2){)(
Plaintifr, |

Jati U dibicd, Clagig .

U 8. DISTRICT CUURi

)

}

)

}

)

}

-vg—- . )

))

MOSELLE ELLIOTT, ET AL, } ;
)

Defendants. ) No., 82-c-166-F /

ORDER
—— bR

NOW on thig ‘;/i'day of %%mdc/& ¢ 1982, the
A e aiddatnided)

released from any liability Pursuant +to insurance policy issued
by the Plaintiff o Charles Howe d/b/a Howe Engineering, Consult-

ing and Renovation,

& Q&m/@ @f/t—‘r'—;c__

JUDGE OF/7THE DISTRICT COURT




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRIGT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

ENERGY CATALYST CO., )
)
Plaintiff, )

) 82-C-496-BT
Vs, )
)

CARL W. MARTIH, )F “ L E D
)

Defendant. ) R, .
JUDGMENT ack O, Silvar, Clerh

4] NeImIeT epne
Based on the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law filed this
date, IT IS ORDERED Judgment be entered in favor of the plaintiff,
Energy Catalyst Co., and against the defendant, Carl W. Martin, in
the amount of $27,500.00, together with interest from July 17, 1981,
ag the rate of 6% per annum, and interest at the rate of 15% per
annum from the date of Judgment until paid, in accordance with 12

0.S. (1982) §727. -
S
ENTERED this =</ “day of September, 1982,

=

Tﬁ%MAS b i M ; S

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, )

}
Plaintiff, )
}

vs, ) CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-526-C
)
TOMMY LEE EDMONSON, )
}
)

Defendant.
ORDER

For good cause having been shown, it is hereby ordered,
adjudged ang decreed that the above-referenced action ig hereby

dismissed without prejudice.

Dated this :25 day of September, 1982,

UNITEb STATES DISTRICT JUDGE



FILED

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SEP 16 1non.
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA 1987

Jack L. Sitver, Clork
U 8. DISTRICT COURY

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
vs. CIVIL ACTION NO. 81~-C~715-8

DAVID L. BAILEY,

Defendant.

DEFAULT JUDGMENT

This matter comes on for consideration this /g; day
of September, 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating,
United States Attorney, through Philarg 1. Rounds, Jr., Assistant
United States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma, and
the Defendant, Davig 1,. Bailey, appearing not.

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
file herein finds that bDefendant, Davig L. Bailey, was personally
served with an Alias Summons and Complaint on August 6, 1982,

The time within which the Defendant could have answered or
otherwise moved as to the Complaint has expired and has not been
extended. The Defendant has not answered or otherwise moved, and
default has been entered by the Clerk of this Court. Plaintiff is
entitled to Judgment as a matter of law.

IT I8 THEREFCRE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against Defendant, David 1.
Bailey, for the Principal sum of $976.50, plus interest at the

legal rate (15%) from the date of this Judgment until paid.

S/ THOMAS ». BRETY
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE



FILED

SEP161982;
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
KLAHOMA —
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAH JﬁCk L NWW, Cfﬂfk

U, 8. DISTRICT COURI

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,

Vs, CIVIL ACTION NO. B82-C-584-B

JOHN R. CARLSON,

Nt el et et St Tt et Yt ot

Defendant.

DEFAULT JUDGMENT

This matter comes on for consideration this [fg day
of September, 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating,
United States Attorney, through Philard I.. Rounds, Jr., Assistant
United States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma, and
the Defendant, John R. Carlson, appearing not.

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
file herein finds that Defendant, John R. Carlson, was personally
served with Summons and Complaint on June 28, 1982, The time
within which the Defendant could have answered or otherwise moved
as to the Complaint has expired and has not.been extended. The
Defendant has not answered or otherwise moved, and default has
been entered by the Clerk of this Court. Plaintiff is entitled to
Judgment as a matter of law.

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against Defendant, John R.
Carlson, for the principal sum of $538.20, plus interest at the

legal rate (15%) from the date of this Judgment until paid.

S/ THOMAS R. BRETT

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE



- FILED

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SEP 16 .
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLANOMA 1962
Jack €. Suver, Clark
U. S. DISTRICT COURT

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-341-B

V5.

JAN C. KILLCOUGH and VERNA S.
KILLOUGH, '

Defendants.

JUDGMENT OF FORECLOSURE

K~
THIS MATTER COMES on for censideration this éééi——da

b
of September, 1982. The Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating,
United States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma,
and the Defendants, Jan C. Killough and Verna S. Killough,
appearing not.
The Court being fully advised and having examined the
file herein finds that Defendants, Jan C., Killough and Verna S.
Killough were served by publication as shown on Proof of
Publication filed herein.
It appears that the Defendants, Jan C. Killough and
Verna S. Killough, have failed to answer and that default has -
been entered by the Clerk of this Court.
The Court further finds that this is a suit based upén
a mortgage note and for a foreclosure of a real property mortgage
securing said mortgage note upon the following described real
property located in Craig County, Oklahoma, within the Northern
Judicial District of Oklahoma:
Sduth 19.96 acres of Lot 2 and all of
Lots 3 and 4 in Section 30, Township 25
North, Range 20 East, Craig County
Oklahoma,
THAT the Defendants, Jan C. Killough and Verna S.
Killough, did, on the 12th day of June, 1980, execute and deliver
to the United States of America, acting through the Farmers Home

Administration, their mortgage and mortgage note in. the sum of

§175,000.00 with twelve percent (12%)} interest per annum, and



further providing for the payment of annual installments of
principal and interest.

The Court further finds that Defendants, Jan C.
Killough and Verna 8. Killough, made default under the terms of
the aforesaid mortgage note by reason of their failure to make
annual installments due thereon, which default has cecntinued and
that by reason thereof thé above~named Defendants are now
indebted to the Plaintiff in the sum of $175,657.56 as unpaid
principal, plus accrued interest of $39,582.69 as of April 30,
1982, plus interest thereafter at the rate of §$57.7504 per day,
until paid, plus the cost of this acEion acerued and accruing.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover judgment against Defendants, Jan C.
Killough and Verna S. Killough, for the principal sum of
$l75;657.56, plus accrued interest of $39,582.69 as cof April 30,
1982 plus interest thereafter at the rate of $57.7504 per day,
until paid, plus the cost of this action accrued and accruing,
plus ahy additional sums advanced or to be advanced or expended
during this foreclosure action by Plaintiff for taxes, insurance,
abstracting, or sums for the preservation of the subject
property.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the
moertgage and lien of the Plaintiff herein be adjudged foreclosed

and that upon the failure of said Defendants, Jan C. Killough and

. Verna §. Killough, to satisfy Plaintiff's money judgment herein,

an Order of Sale shall be issued to the United States Marshal for
the Northern District of Oklahoma, commanding him toc advertise
and sell with appraisement the real property and apply the
proceeds in satisfaction of Plaintiff's judgment. The residue,
if any, shall be deposited with the Clerk of the Court to await
further order of the Court.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that from
and after the sale of said property, under and by virtue of this
judgment and decree, all of the Defendants and all persons

claiming under them since the filing of the Complaint herein are



s

forever barred ang foreclosed of any right, title, interest or

claim to the reai property or any part thereof.

o it
UNITED ST

A7

=
i

ZF A e F
ATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA
EUGENE I. ROBERTS, #78009,
Plaintiff,

vSs. No. 82-C-840-E

FILED

wEP 16 1982

lack C. Silver, Clerk
ORDER I}, S. DISTRICT £olRY

BCYLE-MIDWAY DIVISION, AMERICAN
HOUSE PRODUCTS, A corporation, A
Foreign corporation, et al.,

Defendants.

The Court has now before it the Complaint of the Plaintiff,
Fugene I. Roberts, $78009 filed with leave of the Court in the above
styled civil action.

The Court has reviewed the content and allegations of the
Plaintiff's Complaint and finds that it fails to state a proper
cause of action under 42 U.S.C. §1983. Plaintiff's action appears
to be a private action under the theoary of manufacturer's product
liability, and contains no requisite allegations of deprivation of
civil rights for which remedies would be available under 42 U.S.C.
§1983. The pleading and the action it purports to initiate are in-
appropriate and are not subject to cure by amendment.

IT IS THEREFORE THE ORDER OF THIS COURT, that the Complaini
of the Plaintiff in the above styled action is fatally defective
and should be, and hereby is, DISMISSED.

Dated at Tulsa, Oklahoma this Zéﬁi-day of September, 1982.

ﬂ..— o

JAMES &4 ELLISON
UNITEY  STATES DISTRICT JUDGE



T [——

~ ~

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FCR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

v

.

MICHAEL DON SMITH #81993,
Petiticner,

VS.

44+ ‘/
No. 8§2-C~8 F. I L E D

BEP 161980 “57

Jack C. Silver, Clerk
(J; & DISTRIAT rAlID”

TIM WEST, Warden, Conner
Correctional Center, and

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF THE STATE
OF OKLAHOMA, -

N Mt e et M et o et e e o

Respondents.

ORDER TO TRANSFER CAUSE

The Court having examingd the Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus
which the Petiticner has been permitted only to file without pre-
payment of fees or costs, finds:

1. That the Petitioner is pPresently a prisoner in the custody
of the Respondents at the Conner Correctional Center, Hominy, Okla-
homa.

2 That the Petitioner demands hié release from such custody
and as grounds therefor alleges he is being deprived of his liberty
in violation of rights under the Constitution of the United States
after having exhausted all remedieslafforded by the courts- of the
State of Oklahoma.

3. That the court which imposed the sentence on the Petitioner
under attack was the District Court of Oklahoma County, Oklahoma
which is located within the territorial jurisdiction of the Western
District of Oklahoma and it appearing that the trial court records
and any persons who may be called as witnesses in the event of an
evidentiary hearing are more conveniently available in the Western ]
District of Oklahoma.

4. In the furtherance of justice this case should be trans- '
ferred to the United States District Court for the Western District
of Oklahoma.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED:

1. Pursuant to the authority contained in 28 U.S.C. § 2241(4a) fi

and in the exercise of the Court discretion this cause is hereby

transferred to the United States District Court for the Western
District of Oklahoma for all further proceedings.

2. The Clerk of this Court shall mail a copy of this Order




to the Petitioner.

Dated thig /_’é ’..?yday of September, lagz,

JAMES/S, ELLISON

STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

VERNON RAY HALL #87309,
Petitioner,

Vs,

No. 82—C—830—Et.:—/| L E |
SEP A6 190 4/

g

TIM WEST, Warden, Conner
Correctional Center, and
THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA,

Respondents.

ORDER TC TRANSFER CAUSE

The Court having examined the Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus
which the Petitioner has beén permitted only to file without pre-
payment of fees or costs, finds:

1. That the Petitioner is presently a prisoner in the custody
of the Respondents at the Conner Correctional Center, Hominy, Okla-
homa.

2. ‘That the Petitioner demands his release from such custody
and ;s grounds therefor alleges he is being deprived of his liberty
in violation of rights under the Constitution of the United States
after having exhausted all remedies afforded by the courts of the
State of Oklahoma. .

3. That the court which imposed the sentence on the Petitioner

under attack was the District Court of Oklahoma County, Oklahoma

‘which is located within the territorial jurisdiction of the Western

District of Oklahoma and it appearing that the trial court records
and any persons who may be called as witnesses in the event of an
evidentiary hearing are more conveniently available in the Western
District of Oklahoma.

4, In the furtherance of justice this case should be trans-
ferred to the United States District Court for the Western District
of Oklahoma.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED:

1. Pursuant to the authority contained in 28 U.S5.C. § 2241(4d)
and in the exercise of the Court discretion this cause is hereby
transferred to the United States District Court for the Western
District of Oklahoma for all further proceedings.

2. The Clerk of this Court shall mail a copy of this Order




to the Peti tioner.

Dated this /GTZ# day of September, 1982.




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR

THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA — I L E D

KGR 16 e

THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE
PIPELINE INDUSTRY BENEFIT FUND,
4845 South 83 East Avenue,
Tulsa, Oklahoma 74145,

Plaintiff,

vs. No. 82-C-652-E
SOUTHERN OILFIELD SERVICE, LTD.,
P, 0. Box 1233,

Sidney, Montana 59270,

N St St et et M Nt e et Mt e Nt Tt bt

Defendant.

JUODGMENT BY DEFAULT

This matter comes on before me, the undersigned Judge,
for hearing this _Jli; day of September, 1982, upon plaintiff's
Motion for Default Judgment filed herein, upon the grounds that the
defendant has failed to answer or otherwise plead to the Amended
Complaint filed herein, as required by law.

The Court finds that plaintiff advised defendant's counsel
by telephone that said Amended Complaint was being filed on the 1lth
day of August, 1982; that defendant mailed a copy of said Amended
Complaint to defendant's counsel on the 11th day of August, 1982,
with a period of time of 29 days having elapsed since said mailing,
the same being in excess of the time in which defendant was required
by law to answer; and that defendant is wholly in default herein, and
that the plaintiff should have judgment as prayed for in its Amended
Complaint filed herein.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
plaintiff be, and is hereby, awarded a judgment of and from said
defendant in the principal sum of $3,946.43, together with interest
thereon at the rate of 10% per annum from the date of judgment until
paid in full, plus an attorney's fee in the amount of $500.00, and

the costs of this action that have accrued and will continue to accrue.

S/, JAMES O. ELLISON

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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TN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

AFTON MEMORIAL HOSPITAL, } .
] D
Plaintiff, ) FIL E
)
V8. ) No. B1-C-306-E ':\’EP 1 £ 1qﬁ?
) L M
TRG/WASHINGTON GROUF, INC., ) e e i
) jack ©, s, (‘rlm 3
Defendant. ) g, S, neAneT GouR
ORDER

Pursuant to the Joint Stipulation of Dismissal filed herein,
hereby ordered that the above cause is dismissed with prejudice.

pated this . #» day of September, 1982.

s/ JAMES O. ELLISON

it 1is

JAMES 0. ELLISON
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT E D
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

'Sfp IP gﬁp
JOYCE LOUTSE MILLS, ; Jaeu 0 }anup Qe
Plaintiff, J) W‘f i} r« é
vs, 3 NO. B1-C-290-F
FORD LTFE INSURANCE Co., ;
a corporation, )
Defendant. ;

ORDER OF DISMISSAL

Now on this :ﬂ;zfzg;y of September, 1982, upon the Joint Stipulation For
Dismissal With Prejudice filed herein, the Court finds that the above styled
and numbered cause of action should be, and isg hereby, dismissed with
prejudice.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

e James 0. Ellison
States District Judge

0



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THEFl ' L E D

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

SEP 16198

Jack C. Silver, Clerk
U. S. DISIRICT COURT

VICKIE ANN SUTTON, Administratrix
of the Estate of Bobby D. Sutton,
Deceased, and RUTH FITE,

Plaintiffs,
~-yg- No, 81~C-779-~E

GENE DAVIS, Administrator of the
ESTATE QOF.MARTY G. ALLEN,

D i P

Defendant.

ORDER OF DISMISSAL

For good cause shown and upon application of the plaintiffs,
the above styled and numbered case is hereby dismissed with preju-

dice toward the bringing of any further action.

JAgﬁE 0. ELLISON
JUDGE THE U. S. DISTRICT COURT



UNWITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OCKLAHOMA
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,

CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-673-B

vs.
JIMMY RAY BURCH, SUSAN L. BURCH,) " LFD
and KENNETH L. STAINER, Trustee ) — L]
} o B 7.
Defendants. } [/l /"3? B} o CZ
9“4,&.' C- ‘f"e"{"-’,- e
Yo g
Pt G etrect e,
JUDGMENT OF FORECLOSURFE . A hoedtiecd loeec

THIS MATTER COMES on for consideration this 5.5" day
of September, 1982. The Plaintiff appearing by Frank Xeating,
United States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahema,
through Nancy A. Nesbitt, Assistant United States Attorney, and
the Defendants, Jimmy Ray Burch, Susan I.. Burch, and Kenneth L.
Stainer, Trustee, appearing not.

The Court being fully advised ang having examined the
file herein finds that Defendants, Jimmy Ray Burch and Susan L.
Burch were served with Summons and Complaint on July 22, 1982;
that Defendant Kenneth Stainer, Turstee, was served with Summons
and Complaint on July B, 1982, all as shown on the United States
Marshal's Service filed herein.

It appears that the Defendants, Jimmy Ray Burch, Susan
L. Burch, and Kenneth L. Stainer, Trustee, have failed to answer
and that default has been eéntered by the Clerk of this Court.

The Court further finds that this is a2 suit based upon
a4 mortgage note and for a foreclosure of a real Property mortgage
securing said mortgage note upon the following described real
property located in Tulsa County, Oklahoma, within the Northern
Judicial District of Oklahoma:

The South 70 feet of Lot 3, Block 19,
Original Town of Collinsville, Tulsa County,
State of Oklahoma, according to the recorded
plat thereof.

THAT the befendants, Jimmy Ray Burch and Susan L.

Burch, did, on the 16th day cf July, 1880, execute and deliver to



. P—

the United States of America, acting through the Farmers Home
Administration, their mortgage and mortgage note in the sum of
$34,000.00 with eleven percent (11%) interest per annum, and
further providing for the payment of monthly installments of
principal and interest.

The Court further finds that Defendants, Jimmy Ray
Burch and Susan L. Burch, made default under the terms of the
aforesaid mortgage note by reason of their failure to make
monthly installments due thereon, which default has continued and
that by reason thereof the above-named Defendants are now
indebted to the Plaintiff in the sum of $34,98%.45 as unpaid
principal, plus accrued interest of $6,813.18 as of August 26,
1982, plus interest thereafter at the rate of $10.5447 per day,
until paid, plus the cost of this action accrued and accruing.

IT IS THEREFOQORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover judgment against Defendants, Jimmy Ray
Burch and Susan L. Burch, for the principal sum of $34,989.45,
plus accrued interest of $6,813.18 as of August 26, 19282, plus
interest thereafter at the rate of $10.5447 per day, until paid,
plus the cost of this action accrued and accruing, plus any
additional sums advanced cr to be advanced or expended during
this foreclosure action by Plaintiff for taxes, insurance,
abstracting, or sums for the preservation of the subject
property.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that
Defendant, ¥Xenneth L. Stainer, Trustee, is in default because no
answer was timely filed@ and the interest, if any, of Kenneth L.
Stainer, Trustee, is subject to and inferior to the first
mortgage lien of the Plaintiff herein.

IT 1S FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECRELD that upon
the failure of said Defendants, Jimmy Ray Burch and Susan L.
Burch to satisfy Plaintiff's money judgment herein, an Order of

Sale shall be issued to the United States Marshal for the



"t
Northern District of Oklahoma, commanding him to advertise and

sell with appraisement the real property and apply the proceeds
in satisfaction of Plaintiff's judgment. The residue, if any,
shall be deposited with the Clerk of the Court tc await further
order of the Court.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that from
and after the sale of said property, under and by virtue of this
judgment and decree, all of the Defendants and all persons
claiming under them since the filing of the Complaint herein are
forever barred and foreclosed of any right, title, interest or

claim to the real property or any part thereof.

S/ THOMAS R. BREIT

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

APPROVED:

FRANK KEATING
United States Attorney

/}L&w&q &/ : /)VM/ZH/&)

NANCY A JESBITT
Assista United States Attorney




IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF UNITED STATES FOR THE

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA
FILED

SER 15 1982

Jack €. Hilver, Llerk
U. 3. DISTRICT COURi

DONALD L. McBRIDE,
Plaintiff,

V. NO. 82-C-378-BT
JAMES EDWARD SULLIVAN,
POSEY TRUCK LINES, INC.,
and QTASCO, INC.,

M e N et Mt e N N et e N

Defendants.

ORDER OF DISMISSAL

ON This f5 day of ‘Siﬂl‘ebeij , 1982, wpon the written

application of the parties for A Dismissal with Prejudice of the Complaint
and all causes of action, the Court having examined said application, finds
that said parties have entered into a compromise settlement covering all
¢laims involved in the Complaint and have requested the Court to dismiss
said Complaint with prejudice to any future action, and the Court being
fully advised in the premiges, finds that said Compléint should be dismissed
fursuant to sald applicatien.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED by the Court that
the Complaint and all causes of action of the Plaintiff filed herein against
the Defendants be and the same hereby is dismissed with prejudice to any

future actilon.

s/ THOMAS R. BRETT

Judge, District Court of the United States
Northern District of Oklahoma



sILED

SEP 151082
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE - ark
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA Jack G. Siver, Glar

0. S. DISTRICT COURT

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,

vs. CIVIL ACTION NO. 81-C-826-F

STEVEN R, WASSO0ON,

Defendant.

AGREED JUDGMENT

This matter comes on for consideration this ZﬁMM day

of (Sf/q—gﬁmgea . 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Reating,

United States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma,
through NANCY A. NESBITT, Assistant United States Attorney, and

the Defendant, Steven R. Wasson, appearing pro se.

The Court, being fully advised and having examined the
file herein, finds that Defendant, Steven R. Wasson, was
personally served with Alias Summons and Complaint on August 13,
1982. The Defendant has not filed his Answer but in lieu thereof
has agreed that he is indebted to the Plaintiff in the amount of
$689.80, plus 15% interest from the date of this Judgment until
paid.

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that

the Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against the Defendant,



Steven R. Wasson, for the principal sum of $689.80, plus 15%

from the date of this Judgment until paid.

&/ THIMAS R DRETT

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

APPROVED:
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATING
United States Attorney

ﬁ/\ﬁmq Q/ . /)LMW

NANCY A SBITT
Assista .S. Attorney

A ]
K;S é—r? [ A'/('J‘{?(J[}-f")‘\——/

STEVEN R. WASSON
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA SFP]_b‘gBZ%}

Jack C. Silver, Cterk
1. S. DISTRICT COURT

MIDWAY MFG. & SUPPLY CO.,
Plaintiff,
vs. No. 82-C-436-B ¥
FPANKLIN SUPPLY COMPANY,
Defendant,
OILFIELD EQUIPMENT RENTAL
1980 A LTD., a partnership
and PLH -WORKOVER CO., a
partnership,
Intervenocrs.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

This matter came on for hearing on August 18, 1982 on the
Motion to Dismiss of defendant Franklin Supply Company of
New York, Inc., the Motion to Dismiss of defendant Franklin
Supply Company, and the Motion of Franklin Supply Company to
join additional parties defendant. Also before the Court for
consideration are the motions to intervene of PLH Workover Co.,
and 0ilfield Equipment Rental 1980 A Ltd.

In support of its motion to dismiss, Franklin Supply Com-
pany of_New York, Inc., asserts it is-an inactive subsidiary
of defendant Franklin Supply Cbmpany and was involved in no
way with the transactions here in issue. Plaintiff states it
“has no objection to the dismissal of this defendant, and the
Court concludes the motion should be granted.

In support of its motion to dismiss, Franklin Supply Com-

pany ("Franklin"} asserts the plaintiff Midway Mfg. & Supply Co.



A
Fa

("Midway") is not the real party in interest. The movant alleges
Texas International Company ("Texas International") owns all of
the outstanding stock of Midway and has all of the right, title
and interest to the claim being asserted by plaintiff in this
lawsuit. Further, the movant alleges Texas International is the
only entity which has the power to make final and binding deci-
sions concerning the prosecution of this action. In response,
Midway admits Texas International owns the stock of Midway, but
asserts Midway is a legally distinct entity from Texas Inter-
national and the Board of Directors of Midway has full authority
to make binding decisions regarding the prosecution of the in-_
stant action. |

A review of the documents appended to plaintiff's complaint
reveals no mention of Texas International Company; rather, Mid-
way appears as the vendor of the eguipment in question. Nothing
appears on the face of the complaint, or elsewhere in the limit-
ed record established thus far, indicating Midway is not a legal-
ly distinct entity from Texas International or that Midway's
Board of Directors lacks authority to make binding decisions
with respect to the prosecution of this lawsuit. Accordingly,
the Court.concludes Midway is the real party in interest here,
and the motion to dismiss must be denied. Insofar as the inter-
venors adopt this motion to dismiss, their motions likewise must

be denied.



PLH Workover Co. ("PLH") and Oilfield Equipment Rental
1980 A Ltd. ("0ilfield Equipment") havérmoved to intervene.
Noting the parties have no objection to the motion, and con-
cluding the issues raised involve questions of law and fact
common to those raised by the parties, the Court concludes the
motions should be granted. Having so concluded, defendant's
motion to join additional parties defendant must be denied as
moot.

From a review of the pleadings in this case, it is not
immediately clear whether the intervenors are properly align-
ed in this matter as parties defendant, and the Court may re-
align them as circumstances dictate. Further, as the Court
is always under a duty to examine its subject matter juris-
diction, the intervenors will be directed to inform the Court
as to the citizenship of the general partners of the interven-
ing partnerships.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED the motion to dismiss of Franklin
Supply Company of New York, Inc., is ﬁereby granted and the
action is dismissed as to that defendant.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED the motion to dismiss of Franklin
Supply Company is hereby denied.

IT is FURTHER ORDERED the Motions to Intervene of PLH
Workover Co. and 0Oilfield Equipment Rentél 1980 A Ltd., are

hereby granted. The intervenors are directed to inform the



Court as to the citizenship of their general partners on or
before September 24, 1982. This may bé.done by way of amend-
ment to their claims in intervention.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED the Motion of Franklin Supply Company

to Join Additional Parties Defendant is hereby denied as moot.

g
ENTERED this / day of September, 1982.

THOMASE R. BRETT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

AL JURIN FLANNER,

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, ) i B
and ROBERT RANDOLPH, Revenue ) PR,
officer, Internal Revenue ) AN (ki
Service, ) . !

) Jack . Stiver, uierk

Petitioners, -

) L S PSTRCT COURT
vs. ) No. 82-C-6B0-E

)

)]

}

)

Respondent.

ORDER FOR DISMISSAL

Upon application of the United States of America the
records so summoned have been received by the United States of
America in accordance with the Court's Order.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED and DECREED that this

case be dismissed.

Dated this /J day of _ ft,f7 , 1982,

s/ JAMES O. ELLISON

(UNTTED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE ESEP Y
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA - '
I M .
Jack C. Silver, Gierk

U. 8. DISTRICT COURT

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
VS, CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-78-E

DANIEL P. COOK,

Defendant.

DEFAULT JUDGMENT

P

This matter comes on for consideration this S0 day
of September, 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating,
United States Attorney, through Philard L. Rounds Jr., Assistant
United States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma, and
the Defendant, Daniel P. Cock, appearing not.

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
file herein finds that Defendant, Daniel P. Ccok, was personally
served with Summons and Complaint on January 29, 1982. The time
within which the Defendant could have answered or otherwise moved
as to the Complaint has expired and has not been extended. The
Defendant has not answered or otherwise moved, and default has
been entered by the Clerk of this Court. Plaintiff is entitled to
Judgment as a matter of law.

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against Defendant, Daniel P.
Cocok, for the principal sum of $300.00, plus interest at the
legal rate {15%) from the date of this Judgment until paid.

Lo e 0 THSTT

ok

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE sy PRy
NCRTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA o ‘
Jack C. Silver, tlerk.

U, &, DISTRICT COURT

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
Vs, CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-69-&

SERGE R. HANSON,

bDefendant.

DEFAULT JUDGMENT

This matter comes on for ceonsideration this fjﬂ day
of September, 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating,
United States Attorney, through Don J. Guy, Assistant United
States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma, and the
pDefendant, Serge R. Hanson, appearing not.

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
file herein finds that Defendant, Serge R. Hanson, was personally
served with Summons and Complaint on January 29, 1982. The time
within which the Defendant could have answered or otherwise moved
as to the Complaint has expired and has not been extended. The
Defendant has not answered or otherwise moved, and default has
been entered by the Clerk of this Court. Plaintiff is entitled to
Judgment as a matter of law.

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against Defendant, Serge R.
Hanson, for the principal sum of $933.00 (less the amount of
$633.00 which has been paid), plus interest at the legal rate

{15%) from the date of this Judgment until paid.

s/ JAMES O. ELLISON

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

GLACIER GENERAI ASSURANCE
COMPANY, a corporation,

Plaintiff,

VS.

i
1

Fil.= D
T PRy

PACIFIC EMPLOYERS INDEMNITY ,SEP 131082 L4;
COMPANY OF HOQUSTON, TEXAS, ;

)

)

)

)

)

)

}

)

) . .
a division of Insurance ) JaCK G- S“Ver, ued;“_
Company of North America, )
a Texas corporation; ) u's‘ms-[mc‘[ cou
HARTFORD ACCIDENT AND )
INDEMNITY COMPANY, a )
Connecticut corporation; )
and LLOYD'S UNDERWRITERS )
AT LONDON, a foreign }
insurance corporation, )

)
)

pefendants. case No. 78-C-86-E y~

ORDER OF DISMISSAL

' Upon application of the defendants, Hartford
Accident and Indemnity and Lloyd's Underwriters at London,
and for good cause shown, defendants' Counterclaim against
the plaintiff is dismissed with prejudice, the plaintiff
waives any right to appeal the Court's decisions céncerning
its claim ayainst all of the defendants and the overruling
of plaintiff's Motion For Summary Judgment against defend-
ants' Counterclaim, all parties to bear their own coéts and

attorney's fees.

C(jzﬁvq416167[/¢i/%ﬂféaa,

UNITEZSTATES DISTRICT JUDGE

94
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT SEP 101382 M
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA , vark )
Jack C. Silver, Ller

1. S. DISTRICT COURT

GREEN COUNTRY SALADS, INC.,

Plaintiff,

)
)
)
)
v. ) Civil Action No. 82—C-511—E)//
) .
J & M FARMS, INC., )

)

)

Defendant.,

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL BY PLAINTIFF
UNDER F.R.C.P. RULE 41(a)(1)

To: Lamar E. Ottsen, Jr.
Moline, Tegethoff, Ottsen, Mauze, and Legget
St. Louis County Bank Building
11 South Meramec, Suite 1010
St. Louis, Missouri
Attorney for Defendant

Please take notice that the plaintiff discontinues
the above entitled action and dismisses the complaint

without prejudice.

e D

ajes R, Hesf
Atftorney for Plaintiff

CERTIFI OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of

the foregoing was mailed by first-class postage prepaid

this (Os»day of E&zn;tzumg}&\ + 1982, to Lamar E.
' .

Ottsen, Moline, Tegethoff, Ottsen, Mauze, and Leggat, 11

South Meramec, Suite 1010, St. Louis, Missouri, and to Ben

T. Owens, 21 South Main Street, Post Office Box 1168,

Miami, Oklahoma 7435

James R, HeéL_
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36

CREWSON & BAKER
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
BOO MID-CONTINENT

BUILDING
TuLsaA,

OXLAHGMA 74103

(218) sa85-1181

i IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
! FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA
|

iEQUILEASE CORPORATICN, A
New York Corporation,

Plaintiff,
LS.

RONALD L. STANHOFE, TED No., 82-C-656-C
WALLIN, JOEN LONGACRE d/b/a
LONGACRE ENTERPRISES,
FREMAN HOLMES a/k/a FREEMAN
HOLMES d/bfa & & H DRILLING

COMPANY and BOB J. WHITWORTH,
Creek County Sheriff,

FILED
arp 101982
P domboe ik
TR TREE

iv A

Defendants.

Mt et e et e et et M e et e ot et A ot

JOURNAL ENTRY OI' JUDGMENT

ON this 7th day of'September, 1982, Plaintiff's Moticn
for Summary Judgment against Bob J. Whitworth comes on to be

heard in its regular setting, plaintiff appearing by its
attorney, Bradford §. Baker and defendant appearing not but
having communicated with the Court this day.

The Court finds it has jurisdiction of the parties and
of the subject matter and that plaintiff’s motion should be
sustained.

IT TS THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED by the

Court that Plaintiff be and hereby is granted judgment requiring

the defendant Bob J. Whitworth to relinguish his constructive
possession of the Cardwell model AL50A, 4,000 ft. capacity
0il well drilling rig (SN:101) together with all ancillary
equipment and appurtenances thereon as more fully described
in Exhibit "A" attached and made a part hereof, and to abide

by any orders of the Court with respect to said personal

property.
sfH. DALE COOK

H. DALE COOK, JUDGE




SCHEDULE A

Schedule Forming Part of Uniform Commercial Code - Financing Statement - Form UCC-1

petween  Ronald L. Stanhope, 27 North 27th Street - Suite 1905, Billings, Mentana 59101,

DEBTOR, and Equllease Corporation, 750 Third Avenue, New York, NY 10017, SECURED PARTY.

COLLATERAL:
One (1) Used Cardwell Model A150A4 4,000 ft. Capacity 0il Well Drilling Rig (SN: 101}

consisting of:

BLOCKS — TRAVELLING
One (1) Unit - Model B430A. TFour (4) - 30" dia. sheaves grooved 1". '

HOOK

BJ Model 460.

BLOWQUT PREVENTERS
One (1) Hydril Model G.K. 5Size 16" 2000# W.P.
One (1) Cameron Model SS Double Size 10" 3000# W._P.

BLOWOUT PREVENTER ACCESSORIES
One (1) Cameron Type F 3" 3000f W.P. hydraulic operated gate valve with manual, over-ride.

One (1) Spool 10" 30007 W.P. with two (2} - 3" 3000 W.P. 18" hiph & 30' wide at outlet.
One (1) Spool 20" 3000# w.P. x 10" 3000/ W.P. with two (2) - 2" side outlets studded
13 1/2" high.
One (1) 3" 3000# W.P. flanged WKM wvalve.
Twa {2) 2" 3000# W.P. flanged gate valves.

MANIFOLD {FLARE LINE)
One (1) Flare line manifold 3" 3000" W.P. consisting of nine (9) - 3" 3000f W.P. 0.C.T.

flanged valve one (1) - 3" 3000# W.P. flanged Cameron valve one (1) - 3" 3000 W.P.
flanged McElroy valve one (1) - 3x3x2x2 solid steel cross studded one (1) = 3x3x2x2x2
cross flanged one (1) - 3x3x3%x3 steel cross studded. One (1) - 3" spacer flange 6"

long, ane (1) - 3" x 2“1ﬁ&1valve, two (2) ~ 3" 0.C.T. adjustable chokes.

ACCUMUT.ATOR IMITS
One (1) Kooamey Modecl DO3IDE0-35 S/N 3788 clectric powercd with six (6) - 10 gal.
accumulator bottles, duplex pump driven by 30 H.P. motor.

CHOKE MANIFOLD

One (1) 3-Statiem type Barksdale 4-way valves. Location at accumulator.
One (1} Remote 3-Starion type Barksdale 4-way valves Station 3. Locaticn Doghouse.

BUILDINGS
one (1) Doghouse, size 8'W x 7'H x 16'L.

fine (1) Flare Line Manifold Heouse, size 9'W x 12°'L,

One (1) Pump Nouse, size 27'L x 10'W x 8'7"H.

One (1) Light Plant, Accumulator, Toel House & Change House, size 9'W x 7'9"H x 43°L.

COMPRESSORS - ATR, COMPLETE UNITS

Dne (1) Yestinghouse Model 2VC1 driven by moetor 3 HP Model Westinghouse on alr receiver

42"L » 20" diam.
One (1) Brunner Model HO driven by motor 3 HP, 3500 R.P.M. on zir receiver 42"L x 20"

diam.

NRAWWORKS
One (1) Cardwell Model Skyhorse AL50A (S/N 101) drum grooved 1", Sandline Drum 13" x
39 1/2", Catheads Spinning Kelco SH, Catheads Breakout Kelcg BA, Auxiliary Brake
Parmac 15" Double, Drilling Line 1" x 3500', Sandline 6000' 1/2" Polycore, Bell

Automatic Driller with Retary driven and drive for G.M. 6V71 engine,

MAST
One {1) Cardwell 101° hydraulic raising cylinders.

Page 1 of 3 pages of this Schedule



SLUSH PUMIY ACCESSORIES

ane (13 Indépéndent slush pump drive with skids, engine extension shaft with pump
drive sheave and puard.

tme {1) Mission Model 5 x OR charging pump powered by pump engines driven off main
punp including sheaves, belts, guards, mounting brackets and piping into suction
of the pump.

One {1} Mud Mixer Pump Mission Model 5 x OR powered by 50 HP Tamper motor.

Doe (1) Miscellancous mud system including valves, guns, mixers, hopper, pipe, unions,
and other necessary equipment.

RACKS
Three (3) Tumble type pipe racks.
One (1) Catwalk.

Gne (1) Ramp and stair.

MATTING
One (1) Set wooden matting, unitized sections 6" solid wood in steel frames.

ROTARY TABLE

One (1) Gardner Denver Model RT18 18" table opening.

JWIVTI
Dne (1) National W24 with 6 5/8" Reg. L.H. Pin.

SHALE SHAKER

ch {15 Brandr Double Deck High Speed Shale Shaker.

TANKS — COMBINATION
e (1) Water tank and fuel tank 9'W x 7'10"H x 445" overall length., Fuel tank 12'L
and water tank 32'L with 53" space between. Doghouse lowers into water tank by winch

for moves.

TANK - MUD

One (1) Mud Tank divided inta four separate sections. Total capacity 290 Bbls.
One Shaker Section 9'W x 5'H x 12'L
One Center Section 9'W x S'H x 12'L
One Suction Section 9'W x 3'H % 12'L -
One Mod Mixing Sectian 9'W x 5'H x 6'L

bud Tank equipped with necessary low pressure and high pressure mud guns’

hIIQH
One

T TNDICATOR
1) Cameron Model C capacity 400,0004.

TORGS
Gre (1) Set Web Wilson Model B, size 2 7/8" x 10 3/4".

MISCELLANEOUS TOOLS

MISCELLANEOUS SPARE PARTS & FITTINGS

tnd all topether with all ancillary equipment and appurtenances thereon.

Stanhope
Debtor

Attest {(Witness) Bnald L. Stanhope — Owner

Equilease Corporation

Secured Part

Attest (Witness) Name

ub

Title

Page 3 of _3 pages of this Schedule



— —
SUBSTRUCTURY

Cpe (3 Y4 x T4'W x 14'L - 12,30 to bottom of table beams.
‘me (1) Subbase size 4475 x B'W = 5.

feo (23 Wings hinged 40"W x A48'L.

TRILL COLLARS
Siw (6)Y 6" 0.D. brill Collars with 4 1/2" H90 connections.
Ten {10) 4 3/4"™ 0,D, Drill Collars with 3 1/2" IF connections.

DRILL PITE
e hndred forty-enc (141) jeints approximately 4300 3 1/2" 0.D., 9.5# Grade E,
31/ ILF. 909 tool joints. Yremium and #2.

Thirteen {(13) joints approximately 400' 3 1/2" Hevi-Wate Drill Pipe 3 1/2" 1.F.

FLEVATORE

e (1Y lot Elevators, Slips, Clamps & Spiders.

CICIRIGAL STSTEM ]
ae (1) cetvical system dincluding lighting string, electrical panels and switchhoards,

clecerical wiving, circuit breakers and motor starters.

Siza 2 174" x 72",
Size 1 3/4" x 48",

MUGLHES - DPAWWORKS

toe (1) G.M. 0V-71 Model 7064-7000 (S/N: GVAS5B93).

CUGINES - SLUSH PUMP

fwn (7) G4, GV-71 Model 7064-7000 (S/N: 6VAB3I297 and 6VAGLA94) .

PISHING TOOLS

“ae (1) Bowen Overshot Series 150 Assembly #8975, catches 3 1/2" to 4 3/4".

EXTIMGUISHERS

(1) Lot Fire Extinguilshers and other Safety Equipment.

5lis
e {31} Cameron Type D.
“ne (1) Martin Decker Type Hydro Mech Rotary Torque assembly.

HRLLY

fse (1) Square size 3 1/2" % 40', 3 1/2" IF Pin Down, 6 5/8" Reg. Left Hand Box Up.

1/2" square.

¥FLLY COCK

Cae (1) ﬂ;ﬁril upper with 6 5/8" Reg. L.W. connection.
dne (1) liydril lower with 3 1/2" I.F. pin and box connections.

110/220/440 volets. (S/N: 6VA32820)

tre (1) Let Flare Lines, fuel lines, water lines, air lines, steam lines and B.O.P
lines as required.

Oue (1) Rathole and Mousehole.

TLUSH PUME
te (1) 0ilwell Model 350 PT S/H P190-1,
ne (1) Pulsation Dampener Hydril Model K10-3000 valves cne (1) - 3" & one (1) - 2"

Temca valves one {1} - 2" 2750# shear relief valve.

Page 2 of 3 vpages of this Schedule
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE ¥ 1{340R?
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA
SRS DT |

A h.“‘]
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, S

Plaintiff,
vs. CIVIL ACTION NO. 81-C-B05-B

ALFRED ANDERSON,

Defendant.

DEFAULT JUDGMENT

7

This matter comes on for consideration this [(2 day
of September, 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating,
United States Attorney, through Nancy A. Nesbitt, Assistant
United States Attorney for the Northern District of COklahoma, and
the Defendant, Alfred Anderson, appearing not.

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
file herein finds that Defendant, Alfred Anderscn, was served
with Summons and Complaint on Bugust 4, 1982. The time within
which the Defendant could have answered or otherwise moved as to
the Complaint has expired and has not been extended. The
Defendant has not answered or otherwise moved, and default has
been entered by the Clerk of this Court. Plaintiff is entitled to

Judgment as a matter of law.

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against Defendant, Alfred
Anderson, for the principal sum of $642.40 plus interest at the

legal rate of (15%) from the date of this Judgment until paid.

S/ THOMAS R. BRETT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUBGE




UNITED STATES DISTRICT CCURT FOR THE FtL E ©

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA o
LS '”1(]{.}0
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, ) Lok
) Gl R
Plaintiff, ) ) ' .
)
vs. } CIVIL ACTION NO. 81-C-774-B
)]
LARRY K., RITZ, )
)
Defendant. )

DEFAULT JUDGMENT

-+~

This matter comes on for consideration this gi} day
of September, 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating,
United States Attorney, through Philard L. Rounds Jr., Assistant
United States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahcma, and
the Defendant, Larry K. Ritz, appearing not.

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
file herein finds that Defendant, Larry K. Ritz, was personally
served with Summons and Complaint on August 3, 1982. The time
within which the Defendant could have answered or otherwise moved
as to the Complaint has expired and has not been extended. The
Defendant has not answered or otherwise moved, and default has
been entered by the Clerk of this Court. Plaintiff is entitled to
Judgment as a matter of law.

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against Defendant, Larry K.
Ritz, for the principal sum of $808.84, plus interest at the

legal rate (15%) from the date of this Judgment until paid.

8/ THONAS R BRETT

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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IN ORI IRT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE e,
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA SEP 1 ¢ 1982

Jack C. Silver, Tlark

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, Y 8 DISTRC ™™,

Plaintiff,

vs. CIVIL ACTION NO. 81-C-436-B

RICHARD A. DRIVER, SHARON R.
DRIVER, COUNTY TREASURER,
Tulsa County, Oklahocma,

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS,
Tulsa County, Oklahoma, and
TULSA ADJUSTMENT BUREAU, INC.,

pPefendants.

JUDGMENT OF FORECLOSURE

{.

THIS MATTER COMES on for consideration this /C)T day
of September, 1982, The Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating,
United States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma,
through Don J. Guy, Assistant United States Attorney, and the
Defendants, County Treasurer, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, and Board
of County Commissioners, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, appearing by
their attorney, David A. Carpenter, Assistant District Attorney;
and, the Defendants, Richard A. Driver, Sharon R. Driver, and
Tulsa Adjustment Bureau, Inc., appearing not.

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
file herein finds that Defendant, Richard A. Driver was served
with Summons and Complaint on September 10, 1981, as shown on the
United States Marshal's Service filed herein, and served with
Amendment to Complaint by publication as shown on the Proof of
Publication filed herein; that Defendant, Sharon R. Driver, was
cerved with Summons, Complaint, and Amendment to Complaint on

September 10, 1981, and January 17, 1982, respectively; that

_.Defendants, County Treasurer, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, and

Board of County Commissioners, Tulsa County, Oklahoma, were
served with Summons, Cemplaint, and Amendment to Complaint
on August 27, 1981, and December 7, 1981, respectively;
that Defendant Tulsa Adjustmenﬁ Bureau, Inc., was served

with Summons, Cemplaint, and Amendment to Complaint on



——
Dacember 8, 1981; all as shown on the United States Marshal's
Services filed herein.
i1t appears that the Defendants, County Treasurer, Tulsa
County, Oklahoma, and Board of County Commissicners, Tulsa
County, Oklahoma, have duly filed their Answers herein on
December 10, 1981; and, that the Defendants, Richard A. Driver,
Sharon R. Driver, and Tulsa Adjustment Bureau, nave failed to
answer and that default has been entered by the Clerk of this
Court.
The Court further finds that this is a suit based upon
a mortgage note and for a foreclosure of a real property mortgage
securing said mortgage note upon the following described real
property located in Tulsa County, Oklahoma, within the Northern
Judicial District of Oklahoma:
Lot One (1), Block Three (3}, SCOTTSDALE
ADDITION, an Addition in Tulsa County,
State of Oklahoma, according to the
Recorded Plat thereof.
THAT the Defendants, Richard A. Driver and Sharon R.
Driver, did, on the 18th day of November, 1975, execute and
deliver to the United States of America, acting through the
Farmers Home Rdministration, their mortgage and mortgage note in
the sum of $23,000.00 with 8 1/8 percent interest per annum, and
further providing for the payment of monthly installments of
principal and interest.
The Court further finds that Defendants, Richard A.
Driver and Sharon R. Driver, made default under the terms of the
aforesaid mortgage note by reason of their failure to make
monthly installments due thereon, which default has continued and
that by reason thereof the above-named Defendants are now
indebted to the Plaintiff in the sum of $22,979.76 as unpaid
principal, plus accrued insterest of %2,836.53, as of December 1,
1981, plus interest from and after said date at the rate of 8 1/8
percent per annum on the principal sum of $22,97%.76 until paid,

rlus the cost of this acticn accrued and accruing.



- e

The Court further finds that there is due and owing to
the County of Tulsa, State of Oklahoma, from Pefendants, Richard
A. Driver and Sharon R. Driver, the sum of § f[‘- ©a  plus
interest according to law for real estate taxes for the year(s}
/1?1’175"0 and that Tulsa County should have judgment for said
amount, and that such judgment is superior to the first mortgage
lien of the Plaintiff herein.

The Court further finds that there is due and owing to
the County of Tulsa, State of Oklahoma, from Defendants, Richard
4. Driver and Sharon R. Driver, the sum of §2 - ¢¢& plus
interest according to law for personal taxes for the year(s)

{979 -¢98¢ and that Tulsa County should have judgment for said
amount, but that such judgment is subject to and inferior to the
first mortgage lien of the Plaintiff herein.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover judgment against Defendants, Richard
A. Driver and Sharon R. Driver, for the principal sum of
$22,979.76, plus accrued interest of $2,836.53, as of December 1,
1981, plus interest from and after said date at the rate of & 1/8
percent per annum on the principal sum of $22,979.76 until paid,
plus the cost of this action accrued and accruing, plus any
additional sums advanced or to be advanced or expended during
this foreclosure action by Plaintiff for taxes, insurance,
abstracting, or sums for the preservation of the subject
property.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the
County of Tulsa have and recover judgment against Defendants,
Richard A. Driver and Sharon R. Driver, for the sum of $:i£‘-46’
as of the date of this judgment plus interest thereafter
éccording to law for real estate taxes, and that such judgment is
superior to the first mortgage lien of the Plaintiff herein.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the
County of Tulsa have and recover judgment against Defendants,

Richard A. Driver and Sharon R. Driver, for the sum of



$ 2%.00 as of the date of this judgment plus interest
thereafter according to law for personal taxes, but that such
judgment is subject to and inferior to the first mortgage lien of
the Plaintiff herein.

1T IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that
Defendant, Tulsa Adjustment Bureau, Inc., igs in default because
no answer was timely filed and the interest, if any, of Tulsa
adjustment Bureau, Inc., is subject to and inferior to the first
mortgage lien of the Plaintiff herein.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that upon
the failure of said Defendants, Richard A. Driver and Sharcon R.
Driver, to satisfy Plaintiff’'s money judgment herein, an Order of
Sale shall be issued to the United States Marshal for the
Northern District of Oklahoma, commanding him to advertise and
gcell with appraisement the real property and apply the proceeds
in satisfaction of Plaintiff's judgment, which sale shall be
subject to the real estate tax judgment of Tulsa County, Supra.
The residue, if any, shall be depogited with the Clerk of the
Court to await further order of the Court.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that from
and after the sale of said property, under and by virtue of this
judgment and decree, all of the Defendants and all persons
claiming under them since the filing of the Complaint herein are
forever barred and foreclosed of any right, title, interest, or

claim to the real property or any part thereof.

S/ THTHAS B BT

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

APPROVED:

FRANK KEATING
U?iz/’ tates Attorne
DON J. GUY

Assistant Ung ed States ttorney

Ké,vnf/ - opputrs

DAVID A. CARPEI\TERK

rssistant District Attorney

Bttorney for DPefendants,
Coimty Treasurer and Board ox
Couanty Commissionnrs, Tulsn County




UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE e
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-74:-C

vS.

VERNON C. DURANT,

Defendant.

DEFAULT JUDGMENT

This matter comes on for consideration this ZD day
of September, 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating,
United States Attorney, through Nancy A. Nesbitt, hssistant
United States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma, and
the Defendant, Vernon C. Durant, appearing not.

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
file herein finds that Defendant, Vernon C. Durant, was
personally served with Summons and Complaint on August 5, 1982.
The time within which the Defendant could have answered or
otherwise moved as to the Complaint has expired and has not been
extended. The Defendant has not answered or ctherwise moved, and
default has been entered by the Clerk of this Court. Plaintiff is
entitled to Judgment as a matter of law.

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against Defendant, Vernon C.
Durant, for the principal sum of $602.20, plus interest at the

legal rate {15%) from the date of this Judgment until paid.

< DALE COOK

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE pre oA

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHIOMA c

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,

CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-728-C

vS.

JOHN L. REYNOLDS,

Defendant.

DEFAULT JUDGMENT

This matter comes on for consideration this 10 day
of September, 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating,
United States Attorney, through Philard L. Rounds Jr., Assistant
United States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma, and
the Defendant, John L. Reynolds, appearing not.

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
file herein finds that Defendant, John L. Reynolds, was
personally served with Summons and Complaint on July 25, 1982.
The time within which the Defendant could have answered OI
otherwise moved as to the Complaint has expired and has not been
extended. The Defendant has not answered or otherwise moved, and
default has been entered by the Clerk of this Court. Plaintiff is
entitled to Judgment as a matter of law.

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against Defendant, John L.
Reynolds, for the principal sum of $826.00, plus interest at the

legal rate (15%) from the date of this Judgment until paid.

nivn DALE COOK
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE

gL ED

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

and RICHARD J. WHITBURN,

Special Agent, Internal

Revenue Service,
Petitioners,

vs.

FOURTH NATIONAIL BANK

and CHARLES A. VIER,

Senior Vice President,

Respondents.

QRDER DISCHARGING

CIVIL ACTION NO.

RESPONDENTS AND DISMISSAL

i (a2

82-C-621-C

ON THIS _ ZD day of September, 1982, Petitioners'

Motion to Discharge Respondents and for Dismissal came for

hearing and the Court finds that Respondents have now complied

with the Internal Revenue Service Summons served upon them

April 22, 1982, that further proceedings herein are unnecessary

and that the Respondents, Fourth National Bank and Charles A.

Vier, Senior Vice President, should be discharged and this action

dismissed.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED BY THE

COURT that the Respondents, Fourth National Bank and Charles A.

Vier, Senior Vice President, be and they are hereby discharged

from any further proceedings herein and this cause of action and

Complaint are hereby dismissed.

¢ H BALE CO0K

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE



FILED
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE Fah & Siver Ok
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA T Ty S

HSTINCT CORY

HIES
Eie ke
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Plaintiff,

vs. CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-531-B

DONALD E. BROWN,

Defendant.

AGREED JUDGMENT

it

This matter comes on for consideration this (() day

of JQQPLQP“LQK r 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating,
United States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma,
through Philard L. Rounds Jr., Assistant United States Attorney,
and the Defendant, , appearing bty - his Attorney, JOE RICHARD.

The Court, being fully advised and having examined the
file herein, finds that Defendant, Donald E. Brown, was
personally served with Summons and Complaint on May 12, 1982.

The Defendant has not filed his Answer but in lieu thereof has
agreed that he is indebted to the Plaintiff in the amount of
$224.27, plus interest at 7% per annum from April 21, 1982, until
the date of this Judgment, plus 15% interest on the principal sum
of $224.27 from the date of this Judgment until paid.

IT IS5 THEREFORE, CRDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that
the Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against the Defendant,
Donald E. Brown, for the principal sum of $224.27, plus interest

at 7% per annum from April 21, 1982, until the date of this



.

-

Judgment, plus 15% interest on the principal sum of from the

date of this Judgment until paid.

s/ THON A5 R, BRETT

APPROVED:
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATING
United States Attorney

PHILARD L. ROUNPSLHTX ’
Assistant U.S. Attorngy

£

DONALD E. BROWN

: i O R
JOE RICHARD, Attorney for Defendant

\Zp*’(/ / /7

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

FIlLET®
SEP 9108

Jack €. Sitver, Lienn
No. 82-c-616-B  U. S DISTRICT CoyRy

JACK HOPE and KERRY HOPE,
Plaintiffs,

V5.

BOYD OSLIN and DELORES
OSLIN,

Defendants.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL

COMES NOW the plaintiffs, and hereby give notice
of their dismissal of the above entitled cause with
prejudice, the Complaint having been served, and the
adverse party not having sought Summary Judgment nor
having answered all as per Rule 41 of the Federal Rules
of Civil Procedure.

GARRISON & COMSTOCK, INC.
Attorneys for Plaintiffs

BY:

N B. COMSTOCK
1509 South Victor
Tulsa, OK 74104
918/744-5757
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AUVDGMENT ON DECISION BY THE (COURT CIV 32 (7-63)

¥nited Dlates Eiatriét Court

FOR THE

STOCKTON OIL/GAS CCOMPANY, a partnersha)v-
HAROLD C. POWERS, JR., & JANA M. POWERS;
ROYCE PULPS; MIKE & DARLENE HOYT and
JOSEPH P. GOEBEL,

vs. JUDGMENT

IL ACTION FILE NO, 81-C-1S-E

HALLIBURTON COMPANY, a Delaware corporation.

This action came on for trial (hearing) before the Court, Honorable Jsmes 0. Ellison
, United States District Judge, presiding, and the issues having been duly tried

{heard) and a decision having been duly rendered,

It is Ordered and Adjudged that the defendant, Halliburton 6mpany has moved
for a directed verdict on its cross-claim and said motion is
hereby sustained. Defendant is awarded judgment in the amount of
$2,801.29 on its cross~claim.

: - FILED

I8EP ~ S 1982

Sack C. Silver, Glark
U..S. DISTRICT SDURT

Dated at Tulsa , Tulsa County, Oklahoma » this 9th day

82
of September 19 .
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE ‘:.-I I;: EE [J

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA
SEP =6 1687

'S, BIVTRICE CORT

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
v. Civil No.

LENDER SERVICE INCORPORATED

N

Defendant.

CONSENT DECREE

This action was commenced by the filing of a complaint by
attorneys for the United States of America. The defendant,
LENDER SERVICE INCORPORATED, by its attorney, has appeared and
waived service of a summons and the complaint. The defendant
has agreed to the entry of this consent decree without trial or
adjudication of any issue of fact or law, and without admitting
any of the allegations contained in the complaint. The parties
having requested the Court to enter this consent decree, it is
by the Court this day of , 1982,

ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that:

JURISDICTION

1. This court has jurisdiction of the subject matter
herein and of the parties hereto. The complaint states a claim
upon which relief may be granted against the defendant under
Section 5{(m}{1){A), 9, 13(b) and 19 of the Federal Trade
Commission Act ("FTCA"™), 1% U.S.C. Sections 45(m){1){(n), 49,
53(b}, and 57b, and Section 704(c} of the Equal Credit
Opportunity aAct, 15 U.S.C. Section 1691lc(c), as originally

enacted and subsequently amended.

8o-(-851-E



DEFINITIONS

2. As used in this consent decree:

(a)

(b}

(c)

(d})

the term "Commission" shall mean

the Federal Trade Commission;

the term "defendant" shall mean
LENDER SERVICE INCORPORATED and all
of its officers, employees, agents,
successors, and assigns, and all
other persons acting in active
concert or participation with any

of them;

the terms "adverse action,"
"applicant," "application,"
"credit," "creditor," "credit

' "consumer credit,"

transaction,"
"inadvertent error," and
"judgmental system of evaluating
applicants,” are defined in the
same manner as they are defined in

Regulation B, 12 C.F.R. Section

202.2;

"Regulation B" shall refer to the
amended version of Regulation B, 12
C.F.R. Section 202, in effect on or

after March 23, 1977;



(e) the terms "consumer reporting
agency" and "consumer report" are
defined in the same manner as they
are defined@ in Section 603(f) and
603(d) respectively of the Fair
Credit Reporting Act, 15 U.S.C.

Section 1681a.

CIVIL PENALTY

3. The defendant shall forfeit to the Plaintiff, pursuant
to the FTCA, 15 U.S.C. Section 45(m}{1)(A) and (C), a civil
penalty in the amount of ten thousand dollars {$10,000), due and
payable on or before the tenth day following the entry of this
consent decree. The payment shall be made by certified check
pavable to the Treasurer of the United States and delivered to
the Assistant Director for Compliance, Bureau of Consumer

Protection, Federal Trade Commission for appropriate disposition.

4, If the defendant fails to pay the civil penalty on or
before the tenth day following the entry of this consent decree,
the defendant shall be deemed to have defaulted., 1In the event
of default, interest at the rate of eighteen percent (18%) per
annum shall accrue thereon from the date of default until the
date of payment. If the default continues for twenty-five days,
the amount of the penalty specified in paragraph 3 shall be
automatically modified to read fifteen thousand dollars
($15,000) instead of ten thousand dollars {($10,000), and

interest payable on the new amount from the twenty-fifth day



forward shall accrue at the rate of eighteen percent (18%) per

annum,

INJUNCTIONS

5. The defendant is enjoined from failing to provide to
all applicants against whom adverse action is taken written
notification of the action taken, the provisions of
Section 701(a) of the Equal Credit Oppertunity Act, and the name
and address of the Federal Trade Commission as the administrator
of the defendant's compliance with the Equal Credit Opportunity
Act, in accordance with Section 202.9 of Regulation B. The
defendant shall not be deemed to have violated this consent
decree for failure to comply with this paragraph when such
failure is caused by inadvertent error, provided that, on
discovering the error, the defendent corrects it as scon as
possible and commences compliance with the requirements of this

paragraph.

6. The defendant is enjoined from failing to provide to
all applicants against whom adverse action is taken written
notification of either the reasons for adverse action or the
applicant's right to be told the reasons for adverse action, in
accordance with Section 202.9 of Regulation B. A statement of
reasons is sufficient if it is specific and indicates the
principal, accurate reason{s) for the adverse action. The
defendant shall not be deemed to have viclated this consent
decree for failure to comply with this paragraph when such
failure is caused by inadvertent error, provided that, on

discovering the error, the defendant corrects it as soon as



possible and commences compliance with the regquirements of this

paragraph.

7. The defendant is enjoined from failing to retain each
application on which it takes adverse action and information
related to each such application as required by Section

202.12(b)(1) of Regulation B.

8. Whenever credit is denied wholly or partly because of
information contained in a consumer report from a consumer
reporting agency, the defendant is enjoined from failing to so
advise the applicant against whom such adverse action is taken
of such fact and shall supply the name and complete address of
the consumer reporting agency making the report, in accordance
with Section 615(a) of the Fair Credit Reporting Act. The
defendant shall not be deemed to have violated this consent
decree for failure to comply with this paragraph if such failure

is caused by inadvertent error,

9. Whenever credit is denied either wholly or partly
because of information that is obtained from a person other than
a consumer reporting agency, the defendant is enjoined from
failing to disclose to the applicant at the time the adverse
action is communicated the applicant's right to learn the nature
of such information upon written request to the defendant, in
accordance with Section 615(b) of the Fair Credit Reporting
Act. The defendant shall not be deemed to have violated this
consent decree for failure to comply with this paragraph if such

failure is caused by inadvertent error.



10. The defendant is enjoined from failing to review each
application for credit against which adverse action was taken on
or after August 1, 1978 and prior to the date of entry of this
consent decree, where the applicant did not receive credit in
the terms and amount requested, to determine whether a written
notice of adverse action containing the principal, specific
reasons for the original credit denial was furnished in writing
to the applicant. Where the reviewer is unable to positively
determine that such notice was furnished in writing to the
applicant, a new credit denial statement shall be sent to the

applicant in a letter which states that:

{a) the Equal Credit Opportunity Act
entitles the consumer to be told the
principal, specific reasons for the

denial of credit;

(b} at the time that the defendant denied
the applicant’s credit application, the
defendant may have failed to provide a
written statement of the principal,

specific reasons for its decision; and

(¢) pursuant to an agreement with the
Federal Trade Commission, the defendant
is providing the applicant with a
written statement of the principal,
specific reasons for its denial of the

applicant's credit application.



The defendant shall send the letter attached herein as
Exhibit A, or, where further notification is required to comply
with paragraphs 12 and 13, infra, the defendant shall send the
appropriate letter attached as Exhibit D, Exhibit E, or

Exhibit G.

The defendant shall mail the appropriate letter within
ninety (90) days of the date of entry of this consent decree.
Each such letter shall be accompanied by a copy of the
Commission's Fqual Credit Opportunity Act brochure reprinted at

the defendant's expense.

11. In providing reasons to applicants pursuant to
paragraph 10, the defendant is enjoined from failing to disclose
each reason noted in the applicant's application file by the
defendant’'s employee who made the original adverse decision,
together with any additional reasons for denial which are

readily apparent to the reviewer.

12. The defendant is enjoined from failing to review each
application for credit against which adverse action was taken on
or after August 1, 1978 and prior to the date of entry of this
consent decree, where the applicant was denied credit and the

application file contains:

(a} a report from a consumer reporting

agency; and/or

(b) information obtained from an outside
source other than a consumer reporting

agency,



to determine whether credit was denied either wholly or partly

due to information from such ocutside sources, and if 50, whether

proper notifications required by Section 615 of the Fair Credit

Reporting Act were furnished to the applicant in writing.

13. Where the reviewer is unable to positively determine

that the required notification{(s) were furnished to the consumer

in writing, the defendant is enjoined from failing within

ninety(90) days from the date of entry of this consent decree,

to furnish each such consumer with a letter which states that:

(a)

{b)

(c)

the Fair Credit Reporting Act entitles
consumers t6 be told the name and
address of any consumer reporting agency
which furnishes information used by a
creditor to deny a credit application:

and/or

the Fair Credit Reporting Act entitles
consumers to learn the nature of
information from an outside source other
than a consumer reporting agency which
played a part in the creditor's deecision

to deny credit; and

the defendant relied on information from
a consumer reporting agency and/or

another outside source in deciding to



deny the consumer's application; and

{(d) pursuant to an agreement with the
Federal Trade Commission, the defendant
is now furnishing the name and address
of the consumer reporting agency and/or
the nature of the information obtained

from another outside source.

The defendant shall send the appropriate letter attached
herein as Exhibit B or Exhibit €, or Exhibit F or where further
notification is required to comply with Paragraphs 10 and 11,
supra, the defendant shall send the appropriate letter

attached as Exhibit D, Exhibit E, or Exhibit G.

The defendant will be deemed to have complied with
paragraphs 10 through 13 of this decree if the defendant
properly conducts the test notification program set forth in the
attached Exhibit H, and 80 percent or more of the notifications

mailed in that test program are not received by their addressees.

REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

14. Within ninety (90) days following the date of entry of
this consent decree, the defendant shall submit to the
Commission, Division of Credit Practices, a full and complete
description of how it has complied and is complying with the
requirements of paragraphs 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 of this consent
decree. Such report shall include, but is not limited to, a

copy of each document used to instruct the defendant's employees



or agents in the requirements of these paragraphs.

15. Within one hundred and fifty (150) days following the
date of entry of this consent decree, the defendant shall submit
to the Commission, Division of Credit Practices, a full and
complete description of how it has complied with the
requirements of paragraphs 10, 11, 12, and 13 of this consent
decree. Such report shall include, but is not limited to, the
number of applicants to whom the defendant mailed the letters

proposed in paragraphs 10, 11, 12, and 13.
GENERAL

16. The defendant shall preserve documents which will
demonstrate compliance with the requirements of this consent
decree for a period of four (4) years after the date of entry of
this consent decree. The defendant shall upon reasoconable
request permit Commission representatives to inspect and copy

such records.

17. The defendant shall notify the Commission, Division of
Credit Practices, at least thirty (30) days prior to any
proposed changes in the corporate defendant which may affect its
ebligations arising under this consent decree, such as dissolu-
tion or sale resulting in the emergence of a successor

corporation, or the creation or dissolution of subsidiaries.
18. The Court retains jurisdiction over this action for the

purpose of enforcing this consent decree and for the purpose of

granting such additional relief to the United States of America

-10-



as may hereinafter appear appropriate,

19. The defendant waives any claim under the Equal Access

to Justice Act.

DATED: oy

United States District Judge

The parties, by their respective counsel, hereby consent to the
terms and conditions of the decree as set forth above and

consent to the entry thereof.

United States Attorney
Northern District of Oklahoma
Attorney for Plaintiff

United States of America

By: 2 ;iié»»!:;_
Assistant United State

By: i

J. Patiflick Glynn, dhief
Consum Affairs Setction
Antitrust Division
Department of Justice

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION

Jean Noonan, Attorney
Division of Credit Practices
Bureau of Consumer Protection

Lok@ LUL

Jahet E. Feldman, Attorney
Division of Credit Practices
Bureau of Consumer Protection

Z11-



Robin A. Morris, Attorney
Division of Credit Practices
Bureau of Consumer Protection

{ewis H, Goldfa?bé?

Assistant Directof/ for
Credit Practice

Bureau of Consumer Protection

LENDER SERVICE INCORPORATED

By: o’/ v et
Thomas Childress

President

Lender Service Incorporated

By Attorneys for Lender Service
Incorporated:

Edwin S. Hurst, Esquire
Boone, Smith, Davis & Minter
900 World Building

Tulsa, Oklahoma 74103

\/\RQW 2 mo)

Ejksﬁhaad Titus, Esquire
o

ne, Smith, Davis & Minter

-12-



! ‘s letter shall,} vsed where t}h iefenda,failed to
provide an applicant with written nowice of the principal,

specific reasons for adverse action taken against an
apprlication, as reqguired by Section 252.9 of Regulation B.?
Dear [applicant]:

A review of our records shows that within the last three years we
received from you an application for consumer credit to purchase a
mobile home which we denied. Your application was veferred to us by

{name of dealerl.

Under the Equal Credit Opportunity Act, you are entitled to know
the principal, specific reasons for denial of credit. Our records
show that at the time we denied your credit application we may -have
failed to provide you with the principal, specific reasons for our
decision. Therefore, under a Consent Decree we have signed with the
Federal Trade Commission, we are now giving you the following

information.

The reason(s) for the denial of ycur applicaticn is (are):

[Insert all principal, specific reasons.)

Enclosed is a brochure in which the Federal Trade Commission

explains your rights under the Egual Credit Opportunity Act.

If you have any guestions concerning this letter, please contact

us by calling [phone numberl.
Sincerely,
Lender Service, Inc.

The Federal Equal Credit Opportunity Act prohibits creditors from
discriminating against applicants on the basis of race, color, sex,
marital status, natiomal crigin, religion, or age (provided the appli-
cant has the capacity to enter into a binding contract); because all
or part of the applicant's income derives from any public assistance
program; or because the applicant has in good faith exercised any
right under the Consumer Credit Protection Act. The Federal agency
that administers compliance with this law concerning this creditor 1S
the Federal Trade Commission, Equal Credit Opportunity, Washington, DC
2n584.



EXHIBIT B

(This letter shall be used where the defendant failed to
provide an applicant with a written statement of the notice
required by Section 615(a) of the Fair Credit Reporting Act,
or where the defendant failed to specify in such a notice the
complete name and address of the consumer reporting agency
involved.]
Dear {Applicant]:

A review of our records shows that within the past three
years we received from you an application for consumer credit to

purchase a mobile home which we denied. Your application was

referred to us by [name of dealer].

Under the Fair Credit Reporting Act, you are entitled to know
the name and address of a consumer reporting agency {usually a
credit bureau) if your application was denied wholly or partly
because of information in a consumer report furnished by that
agency. e I

Our records indicate that at the time we denied your
application we may have failed to provide you with a complete
and accurate statement advising you that your application was
denied in whole or in part because of information received from a
consumer reporting agency. Therefore, under a Consent Decree we
have signed with the Federal Trade Commission, we are now giving

you the following information.

The denial of your application for credit was partly or wholly

based on information in a "“consumer report" obtained from:

name

street address

city state zip



You may obtain complete information concerning your credit
file from this consumer reporting agency. If you contact the
consumer reporting agency within 30 days, you may learn this

information without any cost to you.

If you have any questions concerning this letter, please

contact us by calling [phone number].
Sincerely,

Lender Service, Inc.



EXHIBIT C

[Taws letter shall be used where the _.refendantQailed to

provide an applicant with a written statement of the notice
regquired by Section 615(b) of the Fair Credit Reporting Act.]
Dear [Applicant]:

& review of our records shows that within the past three
years we received from you an application for consumer credit to
purchase a mobile home which we denied. Your application was

referred to us by [name of dealer].

Under the Fair Credit Reporting Act, you are entitled to knaw
the nature of information we received from a person other than a
consumer reporting agency {such as an employer or another creditor)
if we relied upon that information in denying your credit

application.

Qur records show that at the time we denied your application we
may have failed to provide you with a statement advising you that
your application was denied in whole or in part hecause of
information from an outside source and that you have a right to know
the nature of that information. Therefore, under a Consent Decree we
have signed with the Federal Trade Commission, we are now giving you

the following information.

In declining your credit application we relied whelly or partly
on the following information, which we received from a source other
than a credit bureau:

[Insert the nature of the information relied upon.]
This information was furnished by:
[Insert the type of source (i.e., employer, department store,

bank) .1

If you have any gquestions concerning this letter, please

contact us by calling [phone number].

Sincerely,



EXHIBIT D

[This letter shall he used where the defendant failed to provide
an applicant with written notice of the principal, specific
reasons for adverse action taken against an application, as
required by Section 202.9 of Regulation 8, and with a written
statement of the notice required by Section 615(a) of the Fair
Credit Reporting Act specifying the complete name and address of
the consumer reporting agency involved, ]
Dear {[Applicant]:

A review of our records shows that within the last three
years we received from you an application for consumer credit to

purchase a mobile home which we denied. Your application was

referred to us by [name of dealer].

Under the Equal Credit Opportunity Act, vyou are entitled to
know the principal, specific reasons for denial of credit.
Under the Fair Credit Reporting Act, you are entitled to know
the name and address of a consumer reporting agency (usually a
credit bureau) if your credit appiidéti&n was denied wholly or
partly because of information in-a consumer report furnished by

that agency.

Our records show that at the time we denied your application
we may have failed to provide you with the principal, specific
reasons for our decision. We may also have failed to provide
you with a complete and accurate statement advising you that
your application was denied in whole or in part because of
information received from a consumer reporting agency.
Therefore, under a Consent Decree we have signed with the
Federal Trade Commission, we are now giving you the following

information.

The reason(s) for the denial of your application is (are): .

{Insert all principal, specific reasons.)



The denial of your application for credit was partly or

wholly based on information in a "consumer report” obtained from:

name

street address

city state zip

You may obtain complete information concerning your credit
file from this consumer reporting agency. If you contact the
consumer reporting agency within 30 days, you may learn this

information without any cost to you.

Enclosed is a brochure in which the Federal Trade Commission

explains your rights under the Egqual Credit Opportunity Act.

If you have any questions concerning this letter, please

contact us by calling {phene number].
Sincerely,
Lender Service, Inc.

The Federal Equal Credit Opportunity Act prohibits creditors
from discriminating against applicants on the basis of race,
color, sex, marital status, national origin, religion, or age
{provided the applicant has the capacity to enter into a binding
contract); because all or part of the applicant's income derives
from any public assistance program; or because the applicant has
in good faith exercised any right under the Consumer Credit
Protection Act. The Federal agency that administers compliance
with this law concerning this creditor is the Federal Trade
Commission, Equal Credit Opportunity, Washington, DC20580.



EXHIBIT E

(This letter shall be used where the defendant failed to provide
an applicant with written notice of the principal, specific
reasons for adverse action taken against an application, as
required by Section 202.9 of Regulation B, and with a written
statement of the notice required by Section 515(b) of the Pair
Credit Reporting Act.]
Dear [Applicant]:

A review of our records shows that within the last three years we
received from you an application for consumer credit to purchase a

mobile home which we denisd. Your application was referred to us by

fname of dealer].

Under the Equal Cradit Opportunity Act, you are entitled to know
the principal, specific reasons for denial of credit. Under the Fair
Credit Reporting Act you are entitled to know the nature of
information w2 received from a person other than a consumer reporting
agency (such as an employer or anothg; c;editor) if we relied upon

that information in denying your credit application.

Our records show that at the time we denied your application we
may have failed to provide you with the principal, specific reasons
for our decision. We may also have failed to provide you with a
statement advising you that vour application was denied in whole or
in part because of information from an outside source and that you
have a right to know the nature of that information. Therefore,
under a Consent Decree we have signed with the Federal Trade

Commission, we are now giving you the following information.

The reason(s) for the denial of your application is (are):

[Insert all princ¢ipal, specific reasons.]

In declining your credit application we relied wholly or parctly
‘on the following information, which we received from a source other

than a credit bursau:

[Insert the nature of the information relied upon.]



This information was furnished by:

[Insert the type of source (i.e., employer, department store,

bank).]

Encloszd is a brochure in which the Federal Trade Commission

explains your rights under the Egqual Credit Opportunity Act.

If you have any questions concerning this letter, please contact

us by calling [phone number].
Sincerely,
Lender Serwvice, Inc.

The Federal Egqual Credit Opportunity Act prohibits creditors from
discriminating against applicants on the basis of race, color, sex,
marital status, national origin, religion, or age (provided the appli-
cant has the capacity to enter into a binding contract); because all
or part of the applicant's income derives from any public assistance
program; or because the applicant has in good faith exesrcised any
right under the Consumer Credit Protection Act. The Federal agency
that administers compliance with this law concerning this creditor is
the Federal Trade Cemmission, Egual Credit Opportunity, Washington, DC
20580,



EXHIBIT F

[This letter shall be used where the defendant failed to provide
an applicant with a written statement of the notice required by
Section 615(a) of the Fair Credit Reporting Act specifying the
complete name and address of the consumer reporting agency
involved, and where the defendant failed to provide an applicant
with a written statement of the notice required by Section
615(b) of the Fair Credit Reporting Ack.]
Dear [Applicant}:

A review of our records shows that within the past three
years we received from you an application for consumer credit to

purchase a mobile home which we denied. Your application was

referred to us by [name of dealer].

Under the Fair Credit Reporting Act, you are entitled toc know
the name and address of a consumer reporting agency (usually a
credit bureau) if your application was denied wholly or partly
because of information in a consumer report furnished by that
agency. You are also entitled to‘kngw ghe nature of information
we received from a perscon other than a consumer reporting agency
{such as an employer or another creditor) if we relied upon that

information in denying your credit application.

Cur records indicate that at the time we denied your

application we may have failed to provide you with a complete

and accurate statement advising you that your application was
denied in part because of information received from a consumer
reporting agency. We may also have failed to provide you with a
statement advising you that your application was denied in part
bacause of information from an outside source and that you have a
right to know the nature of that information. Therefore, under a
Consent Decree we have signed with the Federal Trade Commission,

we are now giving you the following information.



The denial of your application for credit was partly based on

information in a "consumer report" obtained from:

name

Street address

city state zip

You may obtain complete information concerning your credit
file from this consumer reporting agency. If you contact the
consumer reporting agency within 30 days, you may learn this

information without any cost to you.

In declining your application we also relied partly on the

following information, which we received from a source other than

a credit bureau: S

[Insert the nature of the information ralied upon.]
This information was furnished by:
[Insert the type of source (i.e., employer, department

store, bank).]

If you have any gquestions concerning this letter, please

contact us by calling [phene number].

Sincerely,

Lender Service, Inc.




EXHIBIT 5

[This letter shall be used where the defendant failed to provide
an applicant with written notice of the principal, specific
reasons for adverse action taken against an application, as
required by Section 202.9 of Regulation B, and with a written
statement of the notice required by Section 515{(a) of the Fair
Credit Reporting Act specifying the complete name and address of
the consumer reporting agency involved, and with a written
statement of the notice required by Section 615(b) of the Fair
Credit Reporting act,.]
Dear [Applicant]:

A review of our records shows that within the last three years
we received from you an application for consumer credit to purchase a
mobile home which we denied. Your application was referred to us by

[name of dealer].

Under the Egual Credit Opportunity Act, you are entitled to know
the principal, specific reasons for denial of credit. Under the Fair
Credit Reporting Act, you are entitled to know the name and address
of a consumer reporting agency (usuvally a credit bureau) if your
credit application was denied wholiy or éartly because of information
in a consumer report furnished by that agency. Under the Fair Credit
Reporting Act, you are also entitled to know the nature of
information we received from a person other than a consumer reporting
agency (such as an employer or another creditor} if we relied upon

that information in denying your credit application.

Our records show that at the time we denied your application we
may have failed to provide you with the principal, specific reasons
for our decisjon. We may also have failed to provide you with a
complete and accurate statement advising you that your application
was denied in part because of information réceived from a consumer
reporting agency. Moreover, wa may not have given you a statement
advising you that your application was denied in part because of
information from an outside source and that You have a right to know
the nature of that information. Therefore, under a Consent Decree we
have signed with the Federal Trade Commission, we are now giving you

the following information.



The reason(s} for the denial of your application i3 (are):

[Insert all principal, specific reasons.]

The denial of your application for credit was partly based on

information in a "consumer report"™ obtained from:

name

street address

city state zip

You may obtain complete information concerning your credit file
from this consumer reporting agency. If you contact the consumer
reporting agency within 30 days, you may learn this information

without any cost to you.

In declining your credit application we also relied partly on the
following information, which we received from a source other than a
credit bureau:

[Insert the nature of the information relied upon.]

This information was furnished by:
[ITnsert the type of source (i,e., employer, department store,

bank).]

Enclosed is a brochure in which the Federal Trade Commission

explains your rights under the Equal Credit Opportunity hAct.



1f you have any guestions concerning this letter, please contact us

by calling {phone number].
Sincerely,
Lender Service, Inc.

The Federal Equal Credit Opportunity Act prohibits creditors from
discriminating against applicants on the basis of race, color, sex,
marital status, national origin, religion, or age (provided the appli-
cant has the capacity to enter into a binding contract); because all
or part of the applicant's income derives from any public assistance
program; or because the applicant has in good faith exercised any
right under the Consumer Credit Protection Act. The Federal agency
that administers compliance with this law concerning this creditor is

the Pederal Trade Commission, BEqual Credit Opportunity, Washington, BC
20580.



EXHIBIT H

The defendant shall conduct a consumer redress test

notification program as follows:

The defendant shall review its files of applications against
which it took adverse action and select 200 applications which
require notification to applicants as set forth in paragraphs 10-
13, inclusive, of this consent decree. 1In selecting the 200
applications, the defendant shall first concurrently review
applicatiens against which it took adverse action in the
months of March, 1979 and March, 1980. If 200 or more applica-
tions requiring notification are found from March, 1979, and
March, 1980, the defendant shall select the first such 200
consecutively filed applications according to the corresponding
days in March, 1979, and March, 1980. (For example, if 200
consecutively filed applications requiring notification are
found through 27 days of March, 1979 and March, 1980, such
applications will form the basis of the sample for the purposes

of the consumer redress test notification program.)

If less than 200 applications regquiring notification are
found from March, 1979, and March, 1980, the defendant then
shall concurrently review applications against which it took
adverse action in April, 1979 and April, 1980. If 200 or more
applications are found from March and April, 1979 and 1980, the
defendant shall then select the first 200 applications
consecutively filed according to the corresponding dates in 1978
ana 1980. The process shall be repeated on consecutive months

for the years 1979 and 1980 until 200 applications fitting the



for the years 1979 and 1980 until 200 applications fitting the
categories of paragraphs 10-13 of the consent decree have been

identified.

After selection of the 200 applications, the defendant shall
send an appropriate notification letter as set forth in Exhibits
A through G attached hereto, certified mail, RETURN RECEIPT
REQUESTED, and ADDRESSEE ONLY, to each of the 200 selected

applicants.

Within thirty (30) days after the date of the return of the
certified mail RETURN RECEIPT, ADDRESSEE CNLY mailing to the 200
applicants, the defendant shall deliver to the Federal Trade
Commission's Division of Credit Practices, a compliance report
sunmarizing the results of the test notification program. The
report shall include the number of each type of notification
letter (Fxhibits A thrcocugh G) mailed, the nunber of notification
letters returned to the defendant, and the number of returned
receipts received by the defendant which were accepted by the
applicant accerding to ADDRESSEE ONLY. These results shall be
reported separately for applicants from the years 1979 and 1980

to whom notification letters were mailed.

If the test reveals that 80% or more of the test notifica-
tion letters were not received by the applicant ADDRESSEE ONLY,
the defendant shall be deemed to have complied fully with the
consumer redress requirements in paragraphs 10-13 of this
consent decree. If 21% or more of the test notification letters
are received and accepted by the applicant ADDRESSEE ONLY, the
defendant shall immediztely implement the full consumer redress

program as set forth in paragraphs 10-13 of the consent decree.



REASONS FOR SETTLEMENT

This statement accompanies the Consent Decree executed by
defendant Lender Service Incorporated in settlement of an action
brought to recover penalties and to obtain affirmative relief
for engaging in certain acts and practices, with actual knowl-
edge or knowledge fairly implied on the basis of objective
circumstances, that such acts and practices were in violation of
the Equal Credit Opportunity Act ("ECOA"), 15 U.S.C. §§1691 et
seg., and its implementing Regulation B, 12 C.F.R. §202.
Regulation B is enforceable as a trade regulation rule pursuant
to the Federal Trade Commission Act ("FTCA"), 15 U.S5.C.
§45(m){(1){A). The Consent Decree alsc includes affirmative
relief for violations of the Fair Credit Reporting Act ("FCRA"),
which is enforceable as 2 violation of the FTCA, according to
§l68ls(a) of the FCRA.

As required by Section 5(m)}{3) of the FTCA, 15 U.5.C.
§45(m){3), the Commission hereby sets forth its reasons for
settlement by entry of a Consent Decree and injunction:

On the basis of the allegations contained in the attached
complaint, the Commission believes that the payment of ten
thousand dollars ($10,000) in civil penalties by the defendant,
Lender Service Incorporated, constitutes an appropriate amount
upon which to base a settlement and should assure compliance

with the law by the defendant and others who may be in viola-



tion. Additicnally, the defendant has agreed to the injunctive
relief the plaintiff has regquested. Finally, with the entry of
the Consent Decree, the Commigssion will avoid the time and
expense of litigation.

For the foregoing reasons, the Commission believes that the
settlement by entry of the attached Consent Decree with Lender
Service Incorporated is justified and well within the public

interest.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHCMA

FILETD
No. 82-c-197-p SFP O 19

ok L. Sty Lierk
Uh‘S. PSR COURY

CLAUDETTE S. FURR and
GARLAND FURR,

Plaintiffs,
vs.

ROY LEE ROBBINS,

L e )

Defendant.

STIPULATION OF DISMISSAL WITH PREJUDICE

COME NOW the Plaintiffs, Claudette S. Furr and Garland
Furr, and dismiss their claims with prejudice to the rights
to the bringing of any other future action against the

Defendant, Roy Lee Robbins.

5/

Barbara Anne Miller
Attorney for Plaintiffs

/3/

Jeffrey A. King
Attorney for Defendant



A

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

DAVID LEE GIVENS and
HAZEL GIBBONS, d/b/a
HAZEL'S ESCORT SERVICE,

Plaintiffs,

/

vS. No. 82-C-233-B

RED RIVER TRUCKING COMPANY, a
Texas corporation, and
LEROY LUCAS, individually,

FILED

P ge
Ik €. Sitear, Clerk
L. S. BiSIRICT COURT

This matter comes before the Court on defendants' Motions.

T e st o e et Mt e T e e e et

Defendants.

ORDER

to Dismiss for lack of jurisdiction and improper venue. For

the reasons set forth below, the motions are granted and the

. action is dismissed.

I.

As an initial matter, the Court notes deféndants' assertion
the action should be dismissed on the basis of improper venue
is without merit. Section 1391(a) of Title 28 of the United
States Code Annotated provides:

A civil action wherein jurisdiction is founded
only on diversity of citizenship may, except as
otherwise provided by law, be brought only in the
judicial district where all plaintiffs or all de-
fendants reside, or in which the claim arose.
[Emphasis added.]

rrom the face of the Complaint herein, it is apparent the plain-
tiffs reside in the City of Tulsa, Oklahoma, which is located in
the Northern District of Oklahoma. Accordingly, venue is proper

in this Court under §1391(a).



Although defendants do not specify whether the Court lacks
subject matter or in personam jurisdiction over defendants, it is
apparent from the Complaint the Court has subject matter juris-
diction over these parties of diverse citizenship under 28
U.S.C.A. §1332.

IT.

The question of whether thié Court has in personam juris-
diction over the defendanfs presents a distinct gquestion, how-
ever. The Complaint discloses the defendant corporation is in-
corporated under the laws of the State of Texas and has its prin-
cipal place of business in that state. In addition, the Complaint
indicates the individual defendant Lucas is a citizen of the
State of Texas, and the acts complained of took place in Texas.

Presumably, plaintiffs rely on the long-arm statutes of the
. State of Oklahoma, 12 Okl.St.Ann. §§ 187 and 1701.03{(a} (1), to
provideljurisdiction over the defendant corporation, for no

1/

other basis is apparent.= The burden is, therefore, on plain-

tiffs to establish such jurisdiction. Yarbrough v. Elmer Banker &

Associates, Auctioneers, 669 F.2d 614, 616 (10th Cir. 1982);

Wilshire 0il Company v. Riffe, 409 F.2d 1277, 1282 {(10th Cir.

1969). A review of the Complaint herein discloses no allegations

1/ Plaintiffs do not address the issue of in personam jurisdiction,
in terms, in their response brief; rather, plaintiffs couch the
question in terms of whether venue is proper. Nevertheless,
inasmuch as defendants have placed the gquestion of this Court's
in personam jurisdiction over defendants in issue, the Court
has endeavored to extract from plaintiffs' brief contentions
relevant to the jurisdictional issue.



sétting forth any basis for conciuding the defendant corporation
had sufficient contacts with the State of Oklahoma to support a
finding of in personam jurisdiction. 1In their response brief

to the instant motion, plaintiffs assert the defendant corpora-
tion does business in this state as a common carrier; however,
plaintiffs have not shown that any alleged contacts the defendant
corporation had with the State of Oklahoma are in any way related

to the acts complained of in the matter sub judice. It is well.

‘established the Oklahoma long—-arm statutes provide in personam
jurisdiction over a defendant who is transacting business in
this state only where the alleged cause of action arises from

the acts which form the basis for such jurisdiction. See, e.g.,

Luckett v. Bethlehem Steel Corporation, 618 F.2d 1373, 1386 (1l0th

Ccir. 1980). Accordingly, even assuming the defendant corporation
does business in the State of Oklahoma as a common carrier, that
fact standing alone is insufficient to confer this Court with

in personam jurisdiction over such defendant, for plaintiffs

have not shown the defendant corporation's alleged common carrier
activities in Oklahoma are in any way related to the acts complain-
ed of here, viz: negligent operation of a vehicle in Texas. Thus,
the Court must conclude plaintiffs have failed to carry their
burden of demonstrating this Court's jurisdiction over the defend-
ant corporation, and such defendant must be dismissed as a party

to this action.



ITT.
The Complaint discloses the individual defendant Lucas is a
citizen of the State of Texas, is employed by a Texas corporation
in Texas, and the acts complained of allegedly occurred in the
State of Texas. No allegations are made therein demonstrating
Lucas had any contacts ﬁith the State of Oklahoma. In their
brief in response to the instant motion, plaintiffs assert:
Plaintiffs would state that this action against
the individual defendant is based on the doctrine
of Respondent ({(sic) Superior, and thus his citizen~
ship for diversity purposes is deemed to be the same
as that of the employer corporation, and venue proper-
ly lies within the State of Oklahoma.
As an initial matter, the Court notes the doctrine of respondeat
superior supports, in appropriate circumstances, a finding of
liability against an employer for the acts of its servants; in
~other words, contrary to the contention of plaintiffs, that tort
doctrine cannot supply a basis for liability against the servant.
Aséuming.plaintiffs' contention in this regard is inadvertently
misstated, and plaintiffs true assertion is to the effect that
where an action is lodged against an employer for the acts of
its servant, a finding of in personam jurisdiction over the
employer necessarily invests the Court with in personam juris-
detion over the servant, the Court finds no authority for such a
proposition, and concludes it is an incorrect statement of the
law. The Court having found no basis for in personam juris-

diction over the individual defendant Lucas, such defendant must

be dismissed as a party to this action. Further, the Court



lacking in personam jurisdiction over béth defendants herein,
the action must be dismissed.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED the Motions to Dismiss of the defend-
ants herein are granted and the action is dismissed.

ENTERED this day of September, 1982.

%@ vZ i7/(’ é/zf//%

THOMAS R. BRETT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR
THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

FILET
SEP g 1980
J 20k . Sitker, Clerk
No. 8l-c-581-  u- i LESTRICT COURT

MICHAEL L. ORANGE,
Plaintiff,
Vs,

DAVID L. SHAW and LETA SHAW,

Defendants.

ORDER DISMISSING ACTION WITHOUT PREJUDICE

Upon Plaintiff's Motion for Dismissal Without Prejudice,
and upon being advised that Defendants have no objection to such
dismissal, for good cause shown, it is

ORDERED that the above entitled action is hereby
dismissed without prejudice, each party to bear his or her own

costs.

ENTERED this __(/ day of September, 1982.

r
I

et R o
G

United States District Judge




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE FILED
NOKTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA
SFp 81982

Jack C. Sitver, Clerk
U. S. DISTRICT COURT

SHREVEBEL CORPORATION,
Plaintiff,

vS. No. 82-C-602-E
RESOURCES DLIVERSIFIED, INC.,
an Oklahoma corporation,

LOU PORTER, CARL MARTIN,
individuals,

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Defendants.

JUDGMENT

On the s

L

day of 1. v , 1982, plain?iff,
Shrevebel Corporation, appeared by ;and through 1its attorneys,
Kornfeld, Satterfield, McMillin, Harmon, Phillips & Upp, and the
defendant, Resources Diversified, Inc., appeared by and through
its attorney, Patrick J. Malloy, III, and the defendant Lou
Porter, appeared by and through his attorneys, John Otto and
patrick J. Malloy, III, and said parties announce to the Court
that they have entered 1nto a settlement agreement, and agree that
judgment should be entered against the defendants, Resources
Diversified, 1nc., and Lou Porter, in the principal sum of
$2,750,000, plus interest thereon at the rate equal to 2% above
the prime rate charged from time to time by the First National
Bank and Trust Company of Oklahoma City, Oklahoma.

The Court finds, after hearing statements of counsel,
reviewing the file, and reviewing applicable authorities, that
judgment should be entered in favor of the plaintiff, Shrevebel

Corporation, and against the defendants, Resources Diversified,



Inc., and Lou Porter according to the terms of the settlement
agreement announced to the Court,

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED, that judgment
be entered in favor of plaintiff Shrevebel Corporation, and
against the defendants, Resources Diversified, Inc., and Lou
Porter in the amount of $2,750,0600, plus interest therecn from
date of judgment at the rate egual to 2% above the prime rate
charged from time to time by the First National Bank and Trust
Company of Oklahoma City, Oklahoma.

(.

DATED this . *‘ day of e, 1982,
—— —

S/, JAMES O. ELLISON

James 0. Ellison,
United States District Judge
Approved as to Form:

Kornfeld, Sattertield, McMillin,
Harmon ., Phi;ilps %/Upp

PSSy

John /Leo Wagner,
Attorney for Shrevebeil//;poratlon

A .

John”-btto,‘ '

Attorney for Lou Porter
. B g .i -

[ I e
Y .

Patrick J. Malloy, IXI-
Attorney tor Resources Diversitied, Inc.




_ FILED

SEP 51980
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT _
FOR THE NoRTHERN DISTRICT oF okraromaldCk G, Silver, Clerk

U. & DISTRICT COURT

MARTIN LUTHER REED,

Petitioner,
vS. No. Bl1-C-386-B

L.T. BROWN, Warden, et al.,

Respondents.

ORDER DISMISSING PETITION FOR WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS

on March 4, 1982, this Court entered an order dismissing
the instant petition, conéluding the first and second grounds
urged by petitioner were without merit and the third, fourth
and fifth grounds had not been exhausted in the state courts
of Oklahoma. Subsequently, the United States Supreme Court

handed down its decision in Rose v. Lundy, 102 S.Ct. 1198 (1982),

wherein the Court determined the presence of unexhausted claims
in a federal habeas petition prevented a determination by the
district courts of the merits of exhausted claims asserted in
the same petition. Accordingly, on appeal, the Court of Appeals
for the Tenth Circuit vacated this Court's Order and rémanded
the cause for further proceedings consistent with the opinion

in Rose.

The matter came on for hearing on September 8, 1982 with
petitioner personally present and proceeding pro se. Respond-
ents were represented by Patricia Gerrity and Scott Silverman,
Assistant Attorneys General of the State of Oklahoma. The Court

inquired of petitioner whether he had read the opinion of the



Tenth Circuit Court of Appeals remanding the matter to this Court,
and whether he understood he had the option of resubmitting a
federal habeas petition containing only the exhausted claims

or of attempting to exhaust the remaining unexhausted claims in
the state courts. Petitioner indicated he understood the options
available to him, and wished to give up any right to pursue the
unexhausted claims, the same being denominated grounds Three,
Four, and Five in the Court's prior Order, and proceed only

with respect to the exhausted claimsjﬂhccordingly, the Court

has proceéded to examine the first and second grounds asserted

in support of the instant petition.

Upon an additional review of the record and the Court's
Order of March 4, 1982 dismissing the first two grounds assert-
ed by petitioner on their merits, the Court concludes such
Order accurately addresses and disposes of the issues raised.
Acéordingly, the Court adopts those portions of its previous
Order addressing the first and second grounds urged by
petitioner in support of his petition.

I§ IS THEREFORE ORDERED petitioner's Petition for Writ of
Habeas Corpus is hereby dismissed.

ENTERED this quy day of September,1982.

% cadﬂ////iﬁ;’p%\

THOMAS R. BRETT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

1/ Petitioner further indicated his understanding of the distinc-
tion between exhausted and unexhausted claims in his "Memorandum
of Law and Arqguement (sic) in Support of Mixed Habeas Corpus

Petition" filed with this Court on September 18, 1981.



IN THE UNITED STATES D1STRICT COURT FOR THE SEPEBf@
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA
Jack C. Siiver,
. y Llerk
U. S. DISTRICT COUR

LEONARD VICKERS,
Plaintiff,

vs. No. 81-C-492-C

TULSA CITY COUNTY HEALTH DEPT.,

HEAD QOF HEALTH DEPT,.,
TULSA DOG POUND,

L ok N

Defendants. )

Now before the Court for its consideration are the motions
lof the Tulsa City County Health Department (TCCHD) and the "Head
of the Tulsa Dog Pound” to dismiss.l These motions were
converted into motions for summary judgment by the Court on May
3, 198l. The plaintiff has responded to these motions and they
are now ready for decision,

The plaintiff has brought his complaint against the
defendants for alleged violations of his civil rights pursuant to
42 U.s.C. §1983. The complaint, in its essence, raises two
purported violations of the equal protection clause to the
Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution.2 The
first purported violation deals only with the officials of the
"Tulsa Dog Pound" and the second with officials of the TCCHD.

The Court will treat these claims in the reverse order as set out

above.

1 Fram the record it is apparent that there is no position "Head of Tulsa Dog
Pound". The Chief of Police of the City of Tulsa was served with a sunmons
that listed as defendant “"Head of Tulsa Dog Pound". The plaintiff, in his
ccmplaint caption, listed as defendants the Tulsa City County Health
Department, Head of Health Department and the Tulsa bog Pound.

2 The Court would note that the plaintiff nowhere cites the Fourteenth
Amendment. However, a liberal reading of his complaint under Haines v.
Rearnes, 404 U.5. 519 (1972) dictates the conclusion that the plaintiff's
intention was to bring his causes of action under that provision.



From a careful review of the pleadings and the entire record
herein regarding the TCCHD and its "head" it can be gleaned that
the only claim asserted by plaintiff is that -he is being treated.
differently than other residents in his ngighborhood with respect
to ordérs from health department officials to "clean up” certain
unsanitary and unsafe conditions on his property. In other
words, the plaintiff alleges that he and others similarly
situated are not being treated uniformly in the enforcement of
certain municipal nuisance ordinances and state laws.

There have been a number of cases which have held that,
normally, selective enforcement or prosecution does not fall
within the scope of the egual protection clause and/or does not
present a justiciable claim under 42 U.S.C. §1983. Taylor v.
-Nichols, 409 F.Supp. 927 (D.C.Kan. 1976), police officers are not
that type of class afforded special protection by the equal

protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment; Oyler v. Boles,

368 U.S5, 448 (1%962}; Cook v, City of Price, Carbon County, Utah,

566 F.2d 699 (10th Cir. 1977). 1In Oyler it was recognized that
selective enforcement or prosecution is not unceonstitutional, if
the selection is not based deliberately on an unjustifiable
categorization, such as race, religion or other arbitrary-
classification. In other words, when the discrimination is not
aimed at a 'suspect class' a plaintiff must show intentional or
purposeful discrimination. Cook, supra at 70l1.

The plaintiff, in his claims against the TCCHD and its
"head”, alleges nothing more than he and others similarly
situated are treated differently. No class based discrimination
is alleged and none is apparent from the record. Furthermore,
and more importantly, defendant TCCHP has attached a computer
printout of all complaints and efforts to enforce certain
nuisance statutes in a one-square mile area surrounding the
plaintiff's property from 1978 through October 15, 1981. Also

attached to the defendants' motion is the record of the



. .

plaintiff's involvement with the Environmental Protection
Division of the TCCHD from 1976 to 1981. What these attachments
conclusively show is that from 1978 to October, 1981
approximately seven hundred fifty (750) complaints were
investigated and various actions taken thereon for the one square
mile surrounding the plaintiff's property. On only four (4) of
these numerous complaints was the plaintiff's property invelved
and on each occasion compliance with the orders issued was
eventually obtained. The plaintiff was involved with TCCHD
officials on two occasions between 1976 and 1978.

The plaintiff, in his response, has come forward with
nothing that would allow this Court to conclude anything other
than, that his allegations of unequal enforcement are not correct
6r that, if there has been some selective enforcement against
him; that it was not occasioned by the fact that his premises
constituted a nuisance, as defined by city ordinances and state
law. It shoula be noted that the plaintiff never alleges he was
not in violation of the nuisance laws, but that others, that the
plaintiff perceived to be in violation, were not treated equally.
On such a record, this Ccurt concludes that no issue as to any
material fact exists which would warrant a trial in this case and
that summary judgment should be granted in defendant TCCHD and
defendant "Head of Health Deptartment's" favor. The plaintiff
canpot rest on the mere allegations of his complaint or unsworn
pleadings when the opposing party properly sets forth in

affidavits or otherwise that no genuine issues of material fact

exist that would warrant a trial, Fed.R.Civ.P. 56(e); Prochaska
v. Narcoux, 632 F.2d 848 (10th Cir. 1980). The plaintiff must

make some affirmative showing, hy affidavit or otherwise, that
there is a material fact in dispute which would preclude a grant
of summary judgment in favor of his opponent. The plaintiff has
failed to make such an affirmative showing and the record clearly

reflects no intentional or purposeful discrimination.



The plaintiff's complaint, as it relates to the Tulsa Dog
Pound and/or "Head of Tulsa Dog Pound" (hereafter dog pound)
appears to allege conflicting positions. On the one hand, the
plaintiff alleges that citations for stray animals are
disproportionately issuéd in, what the pléintiff perceives to be
poorer neighborhoods, rather than more "well-to-do" vicinities of
Tulsa and, on the other, that the plaintiff and another woman on
his street are the only ones issued citations in his
neighborhcod. The stray dog allegations concern a time period
from January, 1981 and the following two or three months,
according to the plaintiff.

The record reflects, through affidavits submitted by
defendant dog pound, that over fifty citations were issued by the
humane officer covering the area of his responsibility, which
includes the plaintiff's property, from February 14, 1981 to
March 15, 198l1. The plaintiff apparently received two citations
during this general periocd, one on February 20, 1981 and another
on May 22, 1981, The plaintiff plead guilty to the first
citation and was assessed court costs and a suspended fine. On
the second citation the plaintiff waived a jury trial and agreed
to pass his case for a period of time, with the understanding
that, if he should obey all city ordinances, the case against him
would be dismissed. See affidavits of Municipal Judges John
Turner and Lawrence A. Yeagley, attached to defendant dog pound's
brief in support if its mqtion.3

The record clearly reflects that the plaintiff was treated
no differently than others in the humane officer's area of
responsibility, The unequal treatment allegations of those

similarly situated, like those regarding the unsanitary and

3 The plaintiff apparently feels that the disposition of his second citation
was not as set out in the body of this Order, but this disagreement is not
relevant to the issues determined necessary for a correct decision of the
defendant's motion,



unsafe condition of plaintiff's premises, do not rise to the
level of a constitutional violation in this situation. They are
not born out by the record and the plaintiff has submitted
nothing which would warrant a different conclusion.

The allegations concerning discrimination on the basis of
poverty are somewhat meore complex. Classifications based on

poverty or wealth are disfavored, especially when a fundamental

‘right is involved. Harper v. Virginia Board of Electicns, 383

U.S. 663 (1966)., However, the plaintiff’'s complaint contains
merely conclusory allegations in this regard. The plaintiff's
complaint, in this regard, states:

The Dog catcher and the City Dog Pound are

using their power and their power of office

to harass people and discriminate and

penalize people on the North and West side of

town for being pecoar. There would be 50

tickets or more written on the North side,

compared to one ticket on the South side.

An affidavit of a humane officer, with administrative
responsibility, states that the number of stray animal citations
are fairly evenly distributed throughout the city and that any
variance as to geographic location would be based on the acute
problems with stray animals in those sections of the city. This
clearly shows that any disparity is not based on the poverty or
wealth of an individual, but on the legitimate concerns of city
officials to eradicate stray animals where they are found. Again
the plaintiff has come forward with no affirmative showing which
would warrant a different -conclusion. He merely rests on the
conclusory allegations in his complaint and the unsworn
allegations in his responses. The Court, therefore, c¢oncludes
that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact regarding

plaintiff's claims against the dog peund and summary judgment

should be granted in defendant dog pound's favor.4

4 The plaintiff's complaint and his responses to the defendants' motions
contain numerous other allegations concerning his treatment by city officials
with the TCCHD or the dog pound. These allegations all relate to the same



The Court would fufther note that nowhere does the plaintiff
set forth the relief he is requesting from this Court as reguired
by Fed.R.Civ.P. 8(a). WNormally, this Court would allow the
plaintiff to amend his complaint to include a prayer for relief.
However, because of the Court's conclusions concerning the
defendants' motions, allowing such an amendment would be an
exercise in futility. Again, almost exclusively, the plaintiff's
complaint and respenses to the defendants' motions are ripe with
conclusory allegations that are lacking any factual basis or they
are structured in the form of gquestioning the actions of
defendants or their employees. The plaintiff requests no relief
and he has made no affirmative showing that would raise a
material factual issue concerning his causes of action.

— For the above reasons, it is the Order of this Court that
the motions of defendants, as converted to motions for summary

judgment, are sustained.

It is so Ordered this éf day of September, 1982,

H., DALE CO

Chief Judge, U. 8. District Court

matters discussed in the body of this Order. The Court has carefully
considered these assertions and has concluded that they do not constitute
violations of the plaintiff's civil rights under 42 U,5.C. §1983. Plaintiff's
claims of harassment are not borne out by the record and any contact he may
have had with city officials of the TCCHD or the dog pound were initiated by
the plaintiff himself, by others complaining about the condition of his
property or through routine patrols made periodically in the plaintiff's
neighborhood.,
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA N KR T

R L RIS TR
[ SN !.-u.-.’ih.”,-l '

WAYCO OIL COMPANY, a partnership
composed of Howard Holloway and
Wayne Ramey,

Plaintiff,
Vs. No. 82-C-333-B
SERVICE FRACTURING COMPANY,

a corporation, and
SCOTT WINLOCK,

P S N R )

Defendants.

ORDER

Sre b, 1982, the Court, having

NOW, on this / day of

reviewed the Joint Application for Dismissal as filed herein, and for good .

cause shown, hereby dismisses the instant action for want of jurisdiction.

DATED this °~ 7 day of {ufeb.o , 1982.

S/ THOMAS RO BRETT

UNITED STATES DBISTRICT JUDBGE
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLANOMA
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-776-C

VS.

CHARLES B. TUNE,

Defendant.

AGREED JUDGMENT

FEal
This matter comes on for consideration this 7/ day

of , 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating,
United States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma,
through Don J. Guy, Assistant United States Attorney, and the
Defendant, Charles B. Tune, appearing pro se.

The Court, being fully advised and having examined the
file herein, finds that the Defendant, Charles B. Tune, was
personally served with Summons and Complaint on August 23, 1982.
The Defendant has not filed his Answer but in lieu thereof has
agreed that he is indebted to the Plaintiff in the amount alleged
in the Complaint and that Judgment may accordingly be entered
against him in the amount of $236.60, plus 15% interest from the
date of this Judgment until paid.

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that
the Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against the Defendant,
Charles B. Tune, in the amount of $236.60, plus 15% interest from

the date of this Judgment until paid.

A

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
APPROVED:
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK XEATING
Unlted States Attorney

() q

DON J. GU
A5515tant .5. Attorn

( (lﬁ ((} % 4&&4:&____

CHARTES B, UINF



IN fi... UNITED STATES DISTRICT CULoRT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

FI1LED
Plaintiff, SEP = 7 1982 2VW‘/

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, }
)
)
v. ) No. 82-c-61-B" Jack U. dilves, Glark
)
)
)
)

Y. S. DISTRICH COURT

DONALD L. ROSS,

Defendant.

ORDER OF DISMISSAL

This matter comes before the Court on plaintiff's Motion
for Dismissal without prejudice. In support of its motion, pléin-
tiff states defendant has satisfied his obligation to plaintiff in
the above-captioned mattef; however, inasmuch as defendant satis-
fied such obligation by means of a check, the Government requests
the instant dismissal be entered without prejudice in order to
allow time for the check to be paid. Having considered the fore-

- going,

IT IS ORDERED plaintiff's Motion for Dismissal is hereby
granted and the action dismissed without prejudice to its timely
refiling.

ENTERED this 7th day of September, 1982.

THOMAS R. BRETT -
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE




UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR TH ALY L"’h\

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMAU. .. wlhzu (BRI

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,

vS. CIVIL ACTION NO.B2-C-747-E

LEON W. GRAVES,

Defendant.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL

COMES NOW the United States of America by Frank
Keating United States Attorney for the Northern District of
Oklahoma, Plaintiff herein, through Nancy A. Nesbitt, Assistant
United States Attorney, and hereby gives notice of its dismissal,
pursuant to Rule 41, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, of this
action without prejudice.

Dated this j&ﬁg day of September, 1382.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATING
United States Attorney

m’\fbuﬁ (L ﬂ}U-*L(}L w

Assistant United States Attorney

e undercifgped corit rlen Lot Lrun cony
P - b e @ oo ragh

LR
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LA AAL /
Lssigthn{f§u1tcu States Aliorney
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BEFORE THE JUDICIAL PANEL ON MULTIDISTRICT LITIGAF}in
(no E BICHARDSON-MERRELL, INC. “RENDECTIN® PRODUCTS LIABILITY LiTIGATION
{NC. IT)

Charles Wilson, et al. v. Merrell-Dow Pharmaceuticals, Inec.,
gt al,, N.D, Oklahoma, C.A. No. B2-C—710-E

CONDITIONAL TRANSFER ORDER
B .
On February 9, 1982, the Panel transferred 47 civil actions to the United
States District Court for the Southern District of Ohio for coordinated
or consclidated pretrial proceedings pursuant to 28 U.s.c. §1r407.
that time, more than.30 additional civil actions have been
to the Southern District of Ohio.
such actions have been @ssigned ‘to

Since
transferred
With the consent of that court, all -
the Honorable Carl B. Rubin.

It appears from the pleadings filed in th
it involves questions of fact which are ¢
transferred to the Southern District of O

e above-captioned action that
ommon to the actions previously
hio and assigned to Judge Rubin.

Pursuant to Rule 9 of the Rules of Procedure of the Judicial Panel on
Multidistrict Litigation, 89 F.R.D. 273, 278-79, the above-captioned
action is hereby transferred under 28 U.5.C. §1407 to the Southern Dis-
trict of Ohioc for reasons stated in the order of February .9, 1982, 533

F. Supp. 489, and with the consent of that court assigned to the Honorable
Carl B. Rubin.

This order does not become effective until it is filed in the office

of the Clerk of the United States District Court for the Southern District
of Ohio., The transmittal of this order to said Clerk shall be stayed
fifteen days from the entry thereof and if any party files a notice ‘
of opposition with the Clerk of the Panel within this fifteen day period,
the stay will be continued until further order of the Panel.

FOR

PANEL:

3 rd chiee!ian
At this e,
the stay is Hiled and

this order becomes off

Paﬁric1a « Howarg. »

Clerk of: the Panelal
e R mqwmf_'gqq{
‘ . z w
) Poncs 0. Wawaed N\ ny Co . g%
UE Clerk Cupe o thay e
IHIS 15 TRUE Copy 1k of the Pacel N (h O”gt al

v ooy _ Piled ¥ (8 /5 >0

ATTEST _22 Al . )

TTE PGl Y 2 y Clerl .
Clerk, Jugin.:. Hozard R A i
dultcn:J8diciar pag.y N
Jﬂllluls[rjct Litigatig: 4Jgrﬂﬁed

. Y e




-

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

EQUILEASE CORPORATION, A
New York Corporation,

Plaintiff,

VS, Case No. 82-C-656-C
RONALD L. STANHOPE, TEN
WALLIN, JOHN LONGACRE d/b/a
LONGACRE ENTERPRISES,
FREEMAN HOLMES a/k/a FREEMAN
EOLMES d/b/a S & H DRILLING
COMPANY and BOB WHITWORTH,
Creek County Sheriff, T
e

Ao

Nt St Tt Tl Tt el M e it e N Tt Tyt Tt e b

Defendants.

JOURNAL ENTRY OF DEFAULT JUDGMENT

NOW ON the Z day of September 1982, plaintiffs application for
Default Judgment against the defendant Ronald L. Stanhope comes on
to be heard in its regular setting, plaintiff appearing by its
attorney, DBradford S. Baker, and defendant Ronald L. Stanhope appearing
not.

The Court finds that it has jurisdiction of the parties and the
subject matter; that said defendant was served on the 6th day of July
1982 and was regquired to plead or answer on or before the 26th day of
July, 1982; that to date said defendant has failed to plead or answer
in the case and that, therefore, said defendant is in default.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Ronald I,. Stanhope
is adjudged to be in default and the allegation of plaintiffs petition be
taken as true and confessed against said defendant.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERER, ADJUDGED AND DECREED by the Court that
plaintiff recover judgment against Ronald L. Stanhope on its first cause
of action for the immediate possession of one Cardwell model Al50A 4,000
ft. capacity oil well drilling rig (SN:101l) together with all ancillary
equipment and the appurtenances thereon as more fully set forth in
Exhibit "A" which is attached and made a part hereof plus the costs of
this action accrued and accruing, including a reasonable attorney's fee .

oo .
of 8§ /OOO -~ ; that the Security Agreement of the plaintiff

be and hereby is adjudged a valid lien upon the above described property,



. " ‘

Prior and superior to the interest of the defendant and that the defendant
deliver to the plaintiff the above described property.
IT IS FURTEER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED by the Court that
plaintiff recover judgment against defendant Ronald L. Stanhope on
its second cause of action in the sum of $1,211,719.90 with interest
at the rate of 6% per annum from March 7, 1982 until the date of
judgment and hereafter at the rate of 15% per annum until paid plus
an attorney's fee of 20% of the balance due as provided for in the

promissory ncte, which sum is $é?¢£;13?4 i » and the costs of this

action, accrued and accruing.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED by the Court that
plaintiffs Security Interest Lien be foreclosed and that the defendant
Ronald L. Stanhope be forever barred from any lien, estate, interest
or title in and to the said property, and that, subject to any interest
which the other defendants may have, said property be sold to satisfy
judgments on its first and second causes of action; that execution
on plaintiffs judgment on its second cause of action be stayed unless
plaintiff does not obtain possession of the above described property
or, if plaintiff does obtain possession of said property, until saiad
property be sold and the proceeds of the sale be applied to the pay-
ment of (1) cost and expenses, (2) attorney fees, (3} judgment of
the plaintiff on its first and second causes of action and any Jjudg-
ments which the other defendants may obtain against plaintiff in this
action; and that after sale of said property, execution may issue
for any defiency due and owing to plaintiff or to the other defendants,
if any, and if there be no defiency due, than the balance remaining
be paid into this court for the benefit of the defendant Ronald L.
Stanhope and all parties claiming an iterest in said property by
or through said defendant.

Done this Z day of September, 1982.

SR BN e
EibL AL Gl

JUDGE H. DALE COOK
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA k:pw!,r%g
P g

ey i \'Hii.{_;‘_ Lt

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, o
U8 DISHUCE G

Plaintiff,
vs. CIVIL ACTION NO. 81-C-798-B

ROY L. ROGERS,

Defendant.

AGREED JUDGMENT

e
This matter comes on for consideration this Z day

of _J:zﬁég-“l);y 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating,
United States Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma,
through Don J. Guy, Assistant United States Attorney, and the
Defendant, Roy L. Rogers, appearing pro se.

The Court, being fully advised and having examined the
file herein, finds that the Defendant, Roy L. Rogers, was
personally served with an Alias Summons and Complaint on August
13, 1982. The Defendant has not filed his Answer but in lieu
thereof has agreed that he is indebted to the Plaintiff in the
amount alleged in the Complaint and that Judgment may accordingly
be entered against him in the amount of $B15.53, plus 15%
interest from the date of this Judgment until paid.

IT IS5 THEREFORE, CORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that
the Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against the Defendant,
Roy L. Rogers, in the amount of $815.53, plus 15% interest from

the date of this Judgment until paid.

5/ THOMAS R. BRETT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

APPROVED:
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATING
United States Attgrney

AN <z2f(-/£)4h4

DON J. GU o '
Assistan{/ U.S. Attorney

-
/s

/

TOY LT ROSERS
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA Gt

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,

vs. CIVIL ACTION NO.Bl1-C-827-E

T. M. STANDINGWATER,

— Skt Nt et ot et

Defendant.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL

COMES NOW the United States of America by Frank
Keating, United States Attorney for the Northern Disitrict of
Oklahoma, Plaintiff herein, through Don J. Guy, Assistant United
States Attorney, and hereby gives notice of its dismissal,
pursuant to Rule 41, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, of this
action without prejudice.
Dated this _:lﬂi day of September, 1982.
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FRANK KEATING

United State
-

Attorney

.

DON J.[AUY

Assistant United//States Attorney
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SEP 21967

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA S
Jack G. Stlver, Liuse

1. S. DISTRICT Gl

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,

vS. CIVIL ACTION NO. 82-C-679-B

BILL 5. BINGHAM,

— S ot Vo o et

pDefendant.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL

COMES NOW the United States of America by Frank
Keating, United States Attorney for the Northern District of
Oklahoma, Plaintiff herein, through Nancy A. Nesbitt, Assistant
United States Attorney, and hereby gives notice of its dismissal,
pursuant to Rule 41, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, of this
action without prejudice.

Dated this 2nd day of September, 1982.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATING
United States Attorney

htessy O Phiatoictts)

NANCY NESBITT
Assxstant United States Attorney

’

CFRTIFICATE OF SFERVICE

The undersigned certifies that a true copy
of the foregoing pleading was served on each
of the parties hereto by mailing the seme te
thew or to their %ttorneys of LfCOTd on the
Jardloday of X Al ondoaa ) , loNa

Mracsey Ao /)u,uwft') .

AssﬁFtanY:ynited States Atlorpey




® ®

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT S ST
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

CHAMPLIN PETROLEUM COMPANY,
a Delaware corporation,

Plaintiff,

vSs. Cause No. B2-C-453-B
H.B.H. OIL COMPANY, a limited
partnership; LARRY M. HAMBLET,
R.E. BRESNAHAN, AND M.G.
HUDDLESTON,

Defendant.

ORDER TO DISMISS WITHOUT PREJUDICE
PENDING FULL COMPLIANCE WITH SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

Now on this gg’yﬁgly of :5L/112L‘ , 1982, upon
/

application of the attorney of record, this court finds the same should

be granted.

1T I8 THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED to dismiss without
prejudice the above entitled action retaining jurisdiction over the
action until full compliance with the Settlement Agreement filed
June 24, 1982 has been effected.

Unless the Court is requested to reopen the case, such dis-
missal will become final on January 1, 1983 when the full amount
of the principal remaining unpaid shall be due pursuant to the

terms of the Settlement Agreement.

o | Gtz 1O 4Predd
/ JUDGE



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT CQURT

. o,
FCR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA Ll S I
MONTGOMERY WARD & CO., ' i
INCORPCRATED, .
Plaintiff, o
v, No. 82~C-654-E

SCUTHWEST SPORTING GQODS
COMPANY ,

N et Mt e Tt et et e o o

Defendant.

JOURNAL ENTRY OF JUDGMENT BY DEFAULT

On this 30th day of August, 1982, this matter comes on
before the Clerk of this Court pursuant to Rule 55(b) {l) of the
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. Pursuant to said Rule, the
Court Clerk has considered the Motion of the Plaintiff, has
examined the Affidavit of the Plaintiff, and finds that judgment
should be entered against the Defendant in the amount of
$27,514.79, together with interest at the rate of 15 percent per
annum from the date of this judgment until paid, and the costs of
this action.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED by the Court
that the Plaintiff have judgment against the Defendant in the
amount of $27,514.79, together with interest at the rate of
15 percent per annum from the date of judgment until paid, and

the costs of this action.

Siwi e, S e il
N A, e, Tl
T “f

-

Jack C. Silver K
Court Clerk of the United
States District Court for the
Northern District of Oklahoma
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| IN THE UNITED STAVES DISTRICT COURT ‘
| FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA :
|
|
: !
}L ROBERT B. ORTENRURGER and ) i
PBETTY W. ORTENBURCER,
1 ) |
; Plaintiffs,
. ) !
VS, Ciase No. 81-C-599-F
) \
BRUCE H. HARLTON, JR., and ir- :
» 1 i
BLLLIE HARLTON, husband and wife, and ) I- l L E D i

THE UNITED STATLES OF AMERICA, ct al, i

Detendant s, bEP-21982

jack b oitver, Clerk ;
U, S. DISTRICT COURT 5

GRDER OF REMANL

! NOW, on this 3lst dav of August, 1982, the above-entitled causce coming

on tor pretrial conference and the court having examined the fites and records

in the case and belng otherwise Fully advise, FINDS:
1. That bherecofore, on or about April 13, 1982, The United States of
America, PDefendont herein, disclaimed any right, title or interest in and to

the real property which is the subject ol this action, and upon metion properly

i
|
¥
!
'
i
1
'
)
L
1
i
i
1
i
|
|
i

made and presented, was allowed to withdraw its answer on [ile herein.

2, That with the less of The United States of America as a party to this

action, this vourt has lost its basis lfor jurisdiction under 28 USC §§1441 and
J444, and that said cause should be remanded to the District Court of Tulsa
County, OCklahoma, Case No. (-81-23136,

1T IS THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDCGED AND DECREED by the court that this
cause of action be, and the same is hervby ordered remanded to the District

Court of Tulsa County, Oklaboma, Casc No. €-81-2336, for further proceedings.

s/ JAMES O. ELLISON
UNTTED STATES DISTRICT JunpGk |




UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Plaintiff,
vs. CIVIL ACTION NO,82-C-216-E

LARRY L. COX,

Defendant.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL

CCMES NOW the United States of America by Frank
Keating, United States Attorney for the Northern District of
Oklahoma, Plaintiff herein, through Nancy A. Nesbitt, Assistant
United States Attorney, and hereby gives notice of its dismissal,
pursuant to Rule 41, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, of this
action without prejudice.

Dated this 2nd day of September, 1982.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FRANK KEATING
United States Attorney

pob&xxﬁ Clgééhi4l&{;tt:;
NANCY éirNESBITT

Assistant United States Attorney

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned certifies that a true copy
of the foregoing pleading was served on cach
of the parties hereto by mailing tlhe same to
Lthem er to thelr cltorneys of record en tho
M _goy or sl nidan Lo 2 - '

o, lelid,

o)
'ﬂ” sty {]« #Q)\' di -(l_:“. .-’I

A}
CopirtoaiMnited Dtoteon £l
R \‘» sl Vil y
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sack C. Silver, Clern
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OXLAHOMA

GEARHART INDUSTRIES, INC., a Texas
corporation, formerly Go Wireline
Services, Inc.,

Plaintiff,
vS. No. 80-C-215-B }/

WAGON WHEEL ENERGY CORPORATION, an
Oklahoma corporation; et al.,

L T N N

Defendants.

ORDER OF DISMISSAL WITHOUT PREJUDICE

On September 1, 1982, the captioned matter came on for pre-
trial conference pursuant to regular setting and notice to coun—
sel of record. The following counsel appeared at the pre-trial
conference: William E. Dougherty, Jr., Esqg., attorney for
Gearhart Industries, Inc., Ronald G. Raynolds, Esg., attorney
for K&G Investments, Inc., Carlson Resources, Inc., and Admiral
0il & Gas Inc., and Thomas Kirby, attorney for Consclidated Pipe
& Supply Co., Inc., each having filed a motion to dismiss with-
out prejudice their respective claims, cross-claims, and counter-
claims. William E. Dougherty, Jr., coﬁnsel for Gearhart Industries,
Inc., reported to the Court he.had consulted with attorney
Stanley L. Basler, Esqg., and David P. Rowland, Esq., counsel for
.Liberty Pipe, Inc., and each had stated to him they concurred in
the dismissal without prejudice of all claims, cross-—claims and

counterclaims on behalf of their client, Liberty Pipe, Inc.



David R. Poplin, Esg., has filed a motion to dismiss without
prejudice on behalf of Cooper Wholesale; Inc.

The following parties: Keystone Pipe & Supply Company,
Billy R. Walker, Peerless Materials Company, BenMor Internation-
al Corporation, R&S Energy and Wagon Wheel Energy Corporation,
failed to appear for the pre-trial conference.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED AND ADJUDGED the claims of the
plaintiff herein, and the cross-claims and counterclaims of
all defehdants herein are hereby dismissed without prejudice

to the timely refiling of =zame.

it lBlT

THOMAS R. BRETT |
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA SEP - 1 1082

sack C. Siver, Glerk
U, S. DISTRICT COUR1

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
vs, CIVIL ACTION NO., 82-C-177-B

DEBORAH B. GILDERSLEEVE,

Defendant.

DEFAULT JUDGMENT

This matter comes on for consideration this t?/'bz day
of August, 1982, the Plaintiff appearing by Frank Keating, United
States Attorney, through Don J. Guy, Assistant United States
Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma, and the
Defendant, Deborah B. Gildersleeve, appearing not.

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
file herein finds that Defendant, Deborah B. Gildersleeve, was
personally served with Summons and Complaint on March 10, 1982.
The time within which the Defendant could have answered or
otherwise moved as to the Complaint has expired and has not been
extended. The Defendant has not answered or otherwise moved, and
default has been entered by the Clerk of this Court. Plaintiff is
entitled to Judgment as a matter of law.

IT IS THEREFORE, QRDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover Judgment against Defendant, Deborah B.
Gildersleeve, for the principal sum of $242.40, plus interest at

the legal rate (15%) from the date of this Judgment until paid.

S/ THOMAS R. BRETT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE




IN THE MATTER OF GRAND JURY
SUBRPOENA DUCES TECUM ISSUED

ON JUNE 9, 1982, to "CUSTODIAN
OF RECORDS, ELLISON, NELSON and
KENNEDY," Attorneys.

r

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT F l L E D
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT'OF OKLAHOMA

SEP = 1 19821 P

Jack C. Silver, Clerk
Case No. G/q} 83 [HSTRIETECOURT

6/Q 82-5-1-a2- &

L A" =

ORDER

The matter presently before the Court for consideration are

motions to gquash a grand jury subpoena duces tecum issued to

"Custodian of Records", Ellison, Nelson and Kennedy, Attorneys

urged by the targets of a grand jury investigation, Finis and

Doris Smith and certain related business entities, as well as

by the targets' attorney/accountant and custodian of the sub-

ject records, Kenneth Ellison.

-

Ellison, as attorney and custodian of the subject records,

moved to guash the subpoena on the basis of the attorney-client

privilege and the attorney work product privilege. The targets

also moved to guash the subpoena, asserting the two privileges

just stated as well as their Fifth Amendment rights to be free

1/

from self-incrimination,= The targets also alleged enforcement

of the subpoena would violate their Fourth Amendment rights to

be free from unreasonable searches and seizures.

Inasmuch as the target business entities appear to be in-
corporated, no claim of Fifth Amendment privilege is proper-
ly cognizable on their behalf. Where applicable, however,
the discussion below regarding the various privileges assert-
ed by the Smiths applies equally to the business entities.



L

The matter came on for hearing on August 17, 1982 at which
time the Court first determined there exists no dispute the
subpoena here in issue was properly and validly issued and served.
Sworn testimony was given by Special Agent David Brechwald of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation that the grand jury was investi-r
gating possible violations by the targets of certain specified
federal criminal statutes and that the records sought to be pro-
duced relate to the matters under investigation.g/ Due to the
Court's concern as to the possible overbreadth of the subpoena,
the subpoena was reformed with the agreement of counsel for the
Government. As reformed, the subpoena directs the production of
the federal income tax returns and work papers, correspondence,
and financial statements related thereto, of Finis and Doris
Smith, Dorckee Co., Jonis Co., and Andor, Inc., for the vyears
1977-81. Reformation of the subpoena notwithstanding, the mov-
ants persisted in tﬁeir ciaiﬁ; éf privilege and the Court direct-
ed the Custodian, Ellison, to furnish the subject records to the
Court for in camera inspection. Upon the €ourt’s in camera in-
spection of the same, and after consideration of the supplemental
briefs and affidavits filed in the interim by the parties, the
matter came on for hearing again on August 24, 1982, The Court
informed the parties it had extracted three documents from the
records submitted, concluding such documents were impressed with

the attorney-client privilege; however, the Court concluded the

2/ Viewed as a whole, Special Agent Brechwald's testimony was
more than what is required under In the Matter of Berry,
521 FP.2d4 179, 184 (10th Cir.} cert. denied, 423 U.S. 928,
reh. denied, 423 U.S. 1039 (1975) ("Relevancy and material-
ity are not pertinent to subpoena enforcement.").

-
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remainder of the documents were not protected by any of the
privileges asserted, and the records would, therefore, be
ordered to be produced in accordance with the grand jury sub-

poena duces tecun.

I.

As an initial matter, the Court notes the assertion of the
attorney work product privilege with respect to the subject
records is not well taken. It is Qell established the work
product privilege applies only to papers and other matter pre-
pared in conjunction with or in anticipation of litigation.

Hickman v. Taylor, 329 U.S. 495 (1947); In Re September 1975

Grand Jury (Thompson), 532 F.2d 734, 738 (10th Cir. 1976) ;

Natta v. Hogan, 392 F.2d4 686, 693 (10th Cir. 1968). The Court's

inspection of the materials submitted reveals the documents are
_not of that nature. , Accordingly, the movant's assertion of the
work product privilege must be overruled.
The movants' assertion that enforcement of the subpoena

would violate their Fourth Amendment rightg was similarly

addressed and rejected in both Couch v. United States, 409

U.S. 322, 336 (1973), and Fisher v. United States, 425 U.S.

391, 401 nn. 6 and 7 (1976). In the instant matter, the
Government adduced testimony from the Special Agent in charge
of the investigation that the material sought was relevant to
the grand jury investigation, and any problems of overbreadth
were eliminated by the Court's reformation of the subpoena.
Further, the Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit has

set forth the standards by which a subpoena must be judged to
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determine whether it comports with the guarantees of the Fourth

Amendment, In United States v, Gurule, 437 F.2d 239 (i0th Cir.

1970), the Court laid down three requirements for a grand jury

subpoena duces tecum:

1. That the subpoena may command only the production
of things relevant to the investigation of the thing
being pursued.

2, Specification of things to be produced must be
made with reasonable particularity.

3. Production of records covering only a reasonable
period of time may be required.

437 F.2d at 241. See also, In the Matter of Berry, 521 F.2d 179,

183 (10th Cir.)}, cert. denied, 423 U.S. 928, reh. denied, 423 U.S.

1039 (1975}. As noted above, the testimony of Special Agent

Brechwald satisfied the Court as to the relevancy of the materials

being pursued, and the Court's concerns as to the specificity of

,the records sought were eliminated by the narrowing of the language

of the subpoena. The Court also concludes the time period speci-

fied in‘the subpoena, that is, 1977-8l1, is a reasonable period

of time. Hence, the movants' Fourth Amendment claims must fail.
With respect to the assertion of the attorney-client priv-

ilege, the Supreme Court's decision in Fisher v. United'States,

425 U.5, 391 (1976), is instructive. As Mr. Justice White
stated in Fisher:

In these two cases we are called upon to
decide whether a summons directing an attorney
to produce documents delivered to him by his
client in connection with the attorney-client
relationship is enforceable over claims that
the documents were constitutionally immune from
summong in the hands of the client and retained
that immunity in the hands of the attorney.

-4-
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425 U.S. at 393. Although similar in many respects to the instant

case, the factual distinctions between the cases before the Court

in Fisher and the matter presently before this Court are important

and should be noted at the outset of the analysis herein. In Fisher,

the taxpayers in each case had been contacted by agents of the In-

ternal Revenue Service ("IRS") and interviewed in connection with

an investigation of possible civil or criminal liability under the

federal income tax laws. Shortly after the interviews, the tax-

payers obtained from their accountants certain documents relating

to the preparation of their tax returns. Thereafter, the tax-

payers transferred such documents to their respective lawyers,

each of whom was retained to assist the respective taxpayers in

connection with the IR§ investigation. Id. at 393-4. Upon dis-

covering the whereabouts of the documents, the IRS issued summonses

Jto the respective attorneys demanding production of the same. When

the attorneys refused to produce the documents, asserting various

privileges, the Government commenced enforcement actions against

the taxpayers. Id. at 394-5. "
In the matter at bar, the documents sought to be pfoduced

by the grand jury subpoena duces tecum have apparently been in

the hands of the attorney Ellison for some years; in any

event, the record does not show that the records were transfer-
red to Ellison in conjunction with the grand jury investigation;
nor does the record reflect Ellison was retained as attorney by

the targets of the grand jury investigation for legal assistance



in connection with that investigation.é/j
in Fisher, as an initial matter, the Court determined the
taxpayers' assertions of Fifth Amendment privilege, standing

alone, were insufficient to bar enforcement of the summonses.

Relying on its decision in Couch v. United States, 409 U.S.

322 (1973), the Court noted:

The taxpayvers' privilege under this Amendment

is not violated by enforcement of the summonses
involved in these cases because enforcement
against a taxpayer's lawyer would not 'compel'
the taxpayer to do anything -- and certainly
would not compel him to be a 'witness' against
himself. The Court has held repeatedly that

the Fifth Amendment is limited to prohibiting

the use of 'physical or moral compulsion' exert-
ed on the person asserting the privilege, Perlman
v. United States, 247 U.S. 7, 15 (1918); Johnson
V. United States, 228 U.S. 457, 458 (1913}; Couch
v. United States, supra, at 328, 336.

425 U.S. at 397. The Court went on to explain the taxpayers re-
-tain any privilege they ever had. from being compelled to be a
witness against themselves and not to be compelled themselves

to produce private papers in their possession. The taxpayers'
Fifth Amendment privilege was not decreaseé by the transfer of
the documents to their attorneys. Id. at 398. With respect to

the Fifth Amendment claim standing alone, then, the Fisher

opinion may be summarized as stating,

3/ In this regard, unlike the situation in Fisher, the Court
notes the targets are represented in this matter by an
attorney from another law firm located in a different city.
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It is simply that by reason of' the transfer of
the documents to the attorneys, those papers may
be subpoenaed without compulsion on the taxpay-
er. The protection of the Fifth Amendment is
therefore not available. 'A party is privileged
from producing evidence but not from its pro-
ducticn.' Johnson v. United States, supra,

[228 U.S. 457] 458.

1d. at 398-9,.

In response to the assertion by the taxpayers in Fisher that
the Fifth Amendment bars the producfion of "private" information,
the Court pointed out:

Insofar as private information not obtained through
compelled self-incriminating testimony is legally
protected, its protection stems from other sources
[footnote omitted] ~- the Fourth Amendment's pro-
tection against seizures without warrant or probable
cause and against subpoenas which suffer from 'too
much indefiniteness or breadth in the things re-
quired to be 'particularly described,' Oklahoma
Press Pub. Co. v. Walling, 327 U.S. 186, 208 (1946);
In re Horowitz, 482 F.2d 72, 75-80 (CA2 1973) (Friendly,
J.}; the First Amendment, see NAACP v. Alabama, 357

- U.S. 449, 462 (1958)7 or evidentiary privileges such

as the attorney-client privilege. [footnote omitted]
Id. at 401. Thus, in the instant case, the assertion of the Smiths'
Fifth Amendment privilege, standing alone, Will not bar enforcement
of the subpoena directed to the attorney who has custody of
the.documents in question.

As the Fisher Court stated it, the next inquiry to be made is
whether the attorney-client privilege applies to documents in the
hands of the attorney which would have been protected by reason
of the Fifth Amendment in the hands of the client. 425 U.S. at

402,
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'It follows, then, that when the client himself
would be privileged from production of the docu-
ment, either as a party at common law ... or as
exempt from self-incrimination, the attorney hav-
ing possession of the document is not bound to
produce.' 8 Wigmore §2307, p. 592. [emphasis in
originall]

Id. at 404. 1In the instant matter, the Court having determined the
subpoena does not run afoul of the requirements of the Fourth Amend-
ment, and the work product privilege has no application here, the
only bar to enforcement which might remain is the Smiths' assertion
of Fifth Amendment privilege. In accordance with Fisher then, if
the documents in guestion are privileged in the handé of the Smiths
by reason of the Fifth Amendment, they remain impressed with the
pfivilege, albeit properly styled the attorney-client privilegé,

in the hands of attorney Ellison.

The Fifth Amendment privilege extends to communications which

“are both testimonial and ihcriﬁiﬁating. See Fisher, supra, at 405-9.

In the case at bar, the Smiths have not asserted the privilege with

4/

respect to individual documents~’ ; rather g, blanket assertion of
privilege has been made. This being the case, there is nothing in
the record before the Court suggesting which, if any, of the docu-

5/

ments were authored by the Smiths.= Inasmuch as the burden of

4/ It is apparent to the Court the failure of the movants to

- specify which privilege attached to which document and the
reason therefor would have justified the Court in overrul-
ing the motion to guash on that basis alone.

5/ Of course, the mere fact a document may have been written
- by one of the Smiths is insufficient to trigger the privi-
lege. Wilson v. United States, 221 U.S. 361, 378 (1911).
See also, Fisher v. United States, 425 U.S. 391, 410 n. 11 (1978).

-8
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demonstrating privilege rests clearly with the party asserting

the privilegeé/, the Court must concludé documents herein in the
hands of the attorney were prepared by the attorney unless the
face of a document indicates otherwise. In any event, the Court's
examination of the documents in question revealed no documents
which were both testimonial and incriminating in nature.l/ The
documents of the Smiths in attorney Ellison's file fall in three
categories: (1) income tax work sﬁeets or schedules prepared by
attorney Ellison concerning his preparation of the 1977 through
1981 Smith joint income tax returns; (2) the 1977 through 1981
Smith joint income tax returns prepared and completed by attorney
Ellison: and {3) a few accounting or financial documents furnished

by the Smiths to attorney Ellison for him to use in preparation

of said joint income tax returns.

=3 3 - -

6/ See, e.g., United States v. Hodgson, 492 F.2d 1175, 1177 (10 Cir.
1974). '
7/ As noted hereinabove, the Court extracted three documents from
- the materials submitted for in camera inspection concluding
they were impressed with the attorney*client privilege. The
Court's conclusion in this regard was based on the Court's
perception that the communications set forth in those docu-
ments were made in confidence and in the course of the
attorney-client relationship. Subsequently, upon being
informed by attorney Ellison one of the correspondents
to one of the documents was not an attorney, but was
rather a staff member in Ellison's office, the Court's
convictions as to the privileged nature of the communica-
tion have not remained as strong as they initially were.
Specifically, it has not been revealed to the Court whether
the correspondent in guestion was an accountant performing
an accounting function at the direction of Ellison while
the latter was performing accounting services. In any
event, in view of the rule that the attorney-client privi-
lege extends to agents of the attorney, specifically accountants,
the Court remains of the opinion the three documents
extracted are impressed with the attorney-client pri-
vilege. See, e.g., United States v. Brown, 478 F.2d
1038 (7 Cir. 1973), United States v. Kovel, 296 F.2d 918
(2 Cir. 1961).
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In Fisher, the Court observed the act of producing has com-
municative aspects of its own. While tﬁe Court noted the elements
of compulsion are clearly present where a documentary summons is
concerned, the Court stated the more difficult issues in such a
situation are whether the tacit admissions of the taxpayer are
both testimonial and incriminating. In declining to fashion a
broad rule, the Court declared,

These questions perhaps do not lend themselves

to categorical answers; their resolution may

instead depend on the facts and circumstances

of particular cases or classes thereof.
425 U.S. at 410. Given the factual distinctions between the Fisher
case and the one at bar, primarily the fact that the documents sought
to be produced in Fisher were apparently workpapers prepared by the
accountants or retained copies of the taxpayers' federal income tax
returns, Fisher does not directly control the instant matter. Aé
discussed above, however, -many of the principles enunciated in
Fisher clearly have application here. It was not shown the mate-
rials in guestion are the "private papers" of the Smiths, contain-
ing testimonial and incriminating Communié;tions. Under Fisher,
there can bé no doubt that a successful assertion of privilege
must be predicated on such a showing. Even assuming thé Smiths
authored some or all of the documents, and the documents contain
testimonial communications of some kind, the assertion of pri-
vilege would nevertheless be found to be lacking as the fequisite
of "incrimination" is absent. Accordingly, the Smiths' claims of
Fifth Amendment privilege must be overruled, and, under Fisher,

without a valid underlying claim of privilege, the assertion of

the attorney-client privilege must necessarily fail as well.

-10-



The Court would be remiss in this ¢dse were it not to address
the movant's argument that confidential communications to one hold-
ing himself out as an attorney are necessarily impressed with the
attorney-client privilege when the attorney is also a public ac-
countant and engages in the performance of accounting services.‘
In response to the Court's suggestion that the relevant inquiry
in such cases would be to determing whether the individual was
"wearing his attorney's hét or his accountant's hat" in connection
with the services rendered, counsel declared that there was no
basis for making such a distinction. 1In other words, the con-
tention of counsel is that if one is an attorney and engages in
the practice of law, the fact that the attorney also engaged in
the accounting functions 1s irrelevant to the validity of an
assertion of the attorney-client privilege. Thereafter, in
support of this position, .counsel offered two affidavits of the
attorney Ellison which state in conclusory terms that the ser-
vices provided the Smiths and their related business entities
were legal in nature. As noted above, no ;laims of privilege
have ever been made with respect to specific documents, and the
affidavits of Ellison do not identify which specific doéuments
are purportedly legal in nature. Indeed, there has never been
any specification as to which documents are assertedly impressed
with the attorney-client privilege, or the work product ﬁrivilege,
or the Fifth Amendment privilege; nor has there ever been an
attempt to explain why any particular document should be found

to be privileged under any of the privileges asserted. All of

-11-
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this only goes to demonstrate why blankgt claims of privilege are
generally not favored, and the general and conclusory statements
set forth in the affidavits do not provide the Court any assist-—
ance in ascertaining whether any document should be found to be
privileged, or why the documents submitted should more properly
be characterized as legal in nature as opposed to accounting.

The movants' contention that the Court should not recog-
nize any distinction between legal-and accounting functions in
passing on the validity of an assertion of the attorney-client
privilege where the attorney is also an accountant is not sup-

ported in the case law. The case of Olender v. United States,

210 F.2d 795 (9th Cir. 1954), contains an excellent discussion
of the reasons for examining the nature of the services render-

ed by an attorney/accountant in considering a claim of attorney-

client privilege. 8ee Olender, supra, 210 F.2d at 806-7. Brief-
ly stated, the Court there observed the attorney-client privilege
is limited to communications made in the course of seeking legal
advice from a professional legal adviser in his capacity as such.
Further, the Court stated communications to an attorney in the
course of seeking business, rather than legal, advice are not

privileged. Id. at B806. See also, United States v. Threlkeld,

241 F.Supp. 324, 326 (W.D. Tenn. 1965). This statement of the
rule comports with common sense and the policy reasons support-
ing the attorney-client privilege's existence. Having reviewed
the documents submitted in the instant case page by page, it is
clear the documents are of a financial and accounting nature
pertaining to the routine annual preparation of the Smiths' joint

income tax returns by Ellison.

-12-



In summary, the Court having inspedted the subject documents
in camera, having extracted the only documents it concludes are
impressed with a properly asserted privilege, and having concluded
the enforcement of the subpoena would not violate the Smiths' Fourth

Amendment rights, the motions to guash must be denied.

IT.
The Court having orally indicated to counsel on August 25,
1982 its conclusions with respect to the various assertions of.
privilege and the Court's intention to overrule the motions to
guash, counsel for the Smiths filed their Notice of Appeal on
August 25, 1982. Subsequently, although the Court concluded
the Smiths could prosecute an immediate appeal under Perlman

v. United States, 247 U.8. 7 (1918), and the many cases follow-

ing it, the Court determined the custodian Ellison could not

e P

immediately appeal the Court's Order overruling the motion to

guash under Cobbledick v. United States, 309 U.S. 323 (1240).

Having informed counsel of the Court's comclusion in this regard,
the matter came on for hearing again on August 26 and 27, 1982

at which time counsel for Ellison presented argument and author-
ities in support of his contention that he could maintain an
immediate appeal. The Court concluded, however, Ellison could

not appeal immediately and so informed counsel at the conclu-
sion of the hearing on August 25, 1982.§/ Accordingly, Ellison's

counsel withdrew his client's Notice of Appeal on August 30, 1982,

8/ Ellison could have persisted in his recalcitrance and been

o found in contempt, whereupon an immediate appeal would have
been available under 28 U.S.C.A. §1826. Ellison specifical-
ly elected not to refuse to produce the subpoenaed documents
at the hearing of August 25, 1982.

=13~



IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED the motions to quash the grand jury

subpoena duces tecum of Finis and Doris Smith and Kenneth Ellison

are hereby denied.

A
ENTERED this ,” 7 day of September, 1382.

THOMAQ R. BRETT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

-14-
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COGURT FOR THE NORTHERN
DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

J. U. WOOD and HAZEL WOOD, o PR
individually and as co-Administrators

of the Estate of Maynard Wood, R va\/
Deceased, N ‘!._

Plaintiffs, e il LU
VS, No. BI-C-279-E

THE KANSAS CITY SOUTHERN
RAILWAY COMPANY, a Missouri
corporation,

Defendant.

ORDER OF DISMISSAL WiITH PREJUDICE

The above styled case is hereby dismissed with prejudice per the

order of the court and settlement of the case as dictated into the

record on the 19th day of August, 1982.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

SHIRLEY JEANNE WINSWORTH,

as Administratrix of the
estate of RICHARD HARLAN
WINSWORTH, deceased, and

as Guardian of the persons
and estates of VICKI DENISE
WINSWORTH and DOUGLAS QAKLEY
WINSWORTH, minors,

Plaintiff,

vs. No. 81-C-197-E
SYS MANUFACTURING CORPORATION,

a foreign corporation, also
known as SYS MANUFACTURING CO.,
a foreign corporation doing
business as SYSTEMS MANUFACTUR-
ING COMPANY, a foreign corpora-
tion; and BUBLITZ MACHINERY
COMPANY, a Missouri corporation,

Tt e B Tl et Tt Mt Nt Nt M Nt Nt Tt T e Mt N et et St T e et

Defendants.

JUDGMENT

This action came on for hearing before the Court,
Honorable James O. Ellison, District Judge, presiding; and all
parties, being represented by their respective attorneys,
announced that a settlement had been agreed to. After being
fully advised in the premises, the Court finds and orders as
follows:

It is ordered and adjudged that judgment be entered
herein for plaintiff and against the defendants and for and in
favor of the Plaintiff in the sum of Three Hundred Seventy Six
Thousand Two Hundred Thirty Two Dollars and ¥Fifty Seven Cents
($376,232.57) payable as follows:

I.

The sum of Five Thousand Two Hundred Thirty Two Dollars
and Fifty Seven Cents ($5,232.57) payable to Shirley Jeanne
Winsworth as Administratrix of the estate of Richard Harlan
Wwinsworth, deceased, for medical, hospital and burial expenses.

ITI.
The sum of Sixty Thousand Dollars ($60,000.00) payable

to Shirley Jeanne Winsworth as Administratrix of the estate of



Richard Harlan Winsworth, deceased for general damages and
educational expenses.
ITI.

Delivery to Shirley Jeanne Winsworth an installment
payment contract of First Coloﬁy Life Insurance Company, which
payment contract is to be made by the First Colony Life Insurance
Company providing for payments of One Thousand Dollars (51,000.00)
per month beginning on the lst day of September, 1982 and
continuing for a period of twenty (20) years (240 months) in the
total amount of Two Hundred Forty Thousand Dollars ($240,000.00).

Iv.

Delivery to Shirley Jeanne Winsworth or her assignees
of installment payment contracts of First Colony Life Insurance
Company, which payments are to be made by First Colony Life
Insurance Company, providing for payments which will be made
according to the terms thereof as follows:

{(a) Two Hundred Dollars ($200.00)}) per month for a
period of Five Years (60 months) to Richard Gregory Winsworth
commencing on the lst day of September, 1982, for total monthly
payments of Twelve Thousand Dollars ($12,000.00); and Five
Thousand Dollars ($5,000.00) on September 1, 1983, only.

(b} Two Hundred Dollars {$200.00) per month for a
period of Five Years (60 months) to Vicki Deriise Winsworth,
commencing on the 1lst day of September, 1982 for total monthly
payments of Twelve Thousand Dollars ($12,000.00); and Five Thousand
Dollars (%5,000.00) on the 1lst day of September, 1983 and 1984,
only.

{(c) "Two Hundred Dollars ($200.00}) per month for a
period of Five Years (60 months) to Douglas Oakley Winsworth
commencing on the lst day of September, 1982 for total monthly
payments of Twelve Thousand Dollars ($12,000.00); and Five Thousand
Dollars ($5,000.00) on the lst day of September, 1983, 1984, 1585

and 1986, only.
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The Court specifically finds that this settlement, and
the distribution of the proceeds thereof between the Administra-
trix and surviving spouse, and the adult and minor children is
just, fair and equitable.

It is further ordered and adjudged that the Cross-claim
of SYS Manufacturing Corporation filed herein against Bublitz
Machinery Company be, and the same hereby is, dismissed with
prejudice to a refiling.

It is further ordered and adjudged that the Third-Party
Complaint of SYS Manufacturing Corporation filed herein against
David 0. Norvell be, and the same hereby is, dismissed with
prejudice to a refiling.

It is further ordered and adjudged that the Cross-Claim
of Bublitz Machinery Company filed herein against S8YS Manufacturing
Corporation be, and the same hereby is, dismissed with prejudice
to a refiling.

Dated this day of September, 1982.

§/ JAMES O. ELLISON,

JAMES 0. ELLISON, JUDGE OF THE
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR
THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND CONTENT;

Darell R. Matlock, attorney for plaintiff

CHURCH & ROBERTS

I /S

2

ey for defendant
g Corporation '

By /g
Donald urch,
SYS Manufactur

RHODES,/{ifRO MUS, JONES, TUCKER & GARLE
By %MMM/

R. P. Redemann, attorney for defendant
Bublitz Machinery Company




Lo 0 e,

Dale J. Brigds, attorney for
David 0. Neryell
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

GENEVA N. NORVELL,
e
=i LB B

Plaintiff, b
vs. .
' fuls
SYS MANUFACTURING CORPORATION, o
d/b/a SYSTEMS MANUFACTURING Jalion s o
CO., a foreign corporation; d.ﬁ.gﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁf,ﬂhﬁ

MORGAN STAINES and GRACE N.
STAINES, Co-Administrators of
the Estate of ROBERT STAINES,
Deceased; P.H.E. HYDRAULICS,
INC., a foreign corporation;
PRINCE MANUFACTURING COMPANY,
INC., a foreign corporation;
BERT SIKLI; GEORGE YEWELL:

ED WICKENHEISER; DELCO GRAVES;
DAVID SYERS; ANTHES INCORPOR-
ATED, a foreign corporation,
and HIGH REACH MANUFACTURING
PRODUCTS COMPANY, a foreign
corporation,

No. 81-C-354-E

R e e

Defendants.

ORDER OF DISMISSAL

This matter came on for consideration on this day
of September, 1982 upon the Joint Application For Dismissal with
Prejudice filed herein. The Court being duly advised in the
premises, finds that said application for dismissal is in the
best interests of justice and should be approved, and the above
styled and numbered cause of action dismissed with prejudice
to a refiling.

IT IS, THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED by the
court that the Joint Application For Dismissal With Prejudice
by the parties be and the same is hereby approved; and the above
styled and numbered cause of action and complaint is dismissed

with prejudice to a refiling.

§/ JAMES O. ELLISON

JAMES 0. ELLISON
United States District Judge

Approved:

B

PO ¥ W CH SR
Daie J. Briggs, attorney for
plaintiff J
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Donald Church, /fttorney f6r~SYS
Manufacturing orporation; Morgan
Staines and Grace N. Staines, Co-
Administrators of the Estate of
Robert Staines, deceased; Bert
Sikli; George Yewell; Ed
Wickenheiser; Delco Graves and
bavid Syers

John R. Richards, attorney for
.E. Hydraulics, Inc.

#

m‘//é«/ ,;,M/, L

Ayi£8d B(_Knlght, atyorrey for

ce Manufacturlng Company, Inc.
i
L

1
g
{/[,%’L
attorney r

facturing Products

thes, Incorporated

. Griffi
High Reach Ma
Company and



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICE COURT FQR THE L Rﬂﬁmz
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA o a
"'V i’
O i

T a.hiui F()llp %

JOHN G. LARNED and
FLORENCE T. LARNED,

Plaintiffs,

vs. NO. 81—C—54O~E'V//
HARRY DWAYNE BROWN and
HAROLD E. SMITH, d/b/a
H.E. SMITH, INC., a
corporation,

Defendants.

ORDER OF DISMISSAL

7 .
ON this /"day of#‘, 1982, upon the written application

of the parties for a dismissal with prejudice of the Complaint and all

causes of action. The Court having examined said application, finds that
said parties have entered into a compromise settlement covering all claims
and have requested the Court to dismiss said Complaint with prejudice to
any future action, and the Court being fully advised in the premises, finds
that said Complaint should be dismissed pursuant to said application.

IT_IS THEREOFRE ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED by the Court that

the Complaint and all causes of action of the Plaintiffs filed herein against

the Defendants be and the same hereby are dismissed with prejudice to any

future action.

APPROVA7( M

Judge, D
States,

trict Court of the United
orthern District of Oklahoma

the \Elalntlffs

Ri¢hard 0. Wagner, athyﬁﬁev for the Pefendants



